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ABSTRACT 

The philosophical underpinning of the purposes of the 
community college, an examination of the basis for state financial 
support from a philosophical viewpoint, and an analysis of the ways 
in which the various states have Implemented that philosophy in 
financial support programs are the central focus of this report. The 
four current patterns of state funding (negotiated buaget funding, 
unit rate formula funding, minimum foundation funding, cost-abased 
program funding) are described, followed by a review of the 1 975-^76 
state fund allocation formulas and procedures utilized in each state. 
A three-part process model for community college funding is offered, 
including a college allocation formula model designed to redress the 
detrimental effects of currently utilized formulas under conditions 
of decreasing enrollments. The allocation formula model recognizes 
economies of scale, program cost differences, and the operational 
cost differences between implementing new programs and maintaining 
existing ones^ In particular it approximates the downward sloping 
cost curve. Speculation on the future effects of presently 
discernable trends comprises the final section of the report. 
Financial support statistics and definitions of management 
information system terms for each state are appended, (JDS) 
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PREFACE 

This document is the third In a series of analytical studies of the 
financial support patterns of community colleges in the various states. 
It was possible to develop this statefnent only with the cooperation and 
support of the state directors of community/Junior colleges in the various 
states . 

The organization of this report Is centered around the purposes of 
examining the basis for financial support from a philosophical viewpoint 
and then analyzing the ways in which the various states have implemented 
that philosophy in financial support programs. 

An ideal or model Is suggested in Section I V with some examination 
of the future in the final section. 

We are indebted to our colleague at Florida State University^ Dr.^ 
Louis Bender, for his suggestions and support. We are espec ial 1 y Indebted 
to the state directors of the community/junior college programs in the 
various states for providing data and to their National CJouncil for helping 
in the puSi i cat i on . The W. Kellogg Foundation provided basic impetus 
through their grant to the SECC Leadership Program. 

James L. Wattenbarger 
Paul M. Starnes 

Gainesvi 1 le, Florida 
January J 1977 
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CHAPTER I 
A Phi losophical Base 

The community college has developed in the United States since 1901 
as a particular type of educational institution based upon American com-" 
mitments to democratize education at the postsecondary level* It has 
attempted to popularize higher education. It has attempted to refocus 
attention upon the development of career or occupational preparation as 
well as the more traditional academically oriented programs, and of recent 
date these Institutions have attempted to become "community based and per*- 
formance oriented," No other institution at the postsecondary level has 
established such comprehensive goals. 

As these colleges have grov/n, however, the problems associated with 
Financial support have increased even more rapidly than their student en- 
rnllment* The basic cnmmitment to open access which has been typical of 
the community college philosophical goals requires low cost and, therefore, 
increasing tuition negates a basic purpose of this Institution, The alterna- 
tive of increasing public tax support at a time when the attitudes toward 
any increase in taxes is very strongly opposed is also an almost unacceptable 
sol u t ion * 

The ?f i nanc I a 1 support for public community colleges has usually come 
from five sources: local taxes, state taxes, federal taxes, gifts and 
grants, and student tuition. Sources of taxation have by tradition and 
precedent been largely identified as property taxes, excise taxes, sales 
taxes. Income taxes, intangible taxes, and Inheritance taxes* The relative 



emphasis upon these sources by different levels of government has been 
fairly consistent^ property taxes serving as a major source for local 
districts, sales taxes receiving major emphasis at the state level, and 
income taxes serving as the major source of revenue for the federal level. 

The community colleges with their local orientation were often 
totally supported by local districts until the 1950's when state support 
became more and more common* In fact many administrators have believed 
that the local control orientation of the community college was dependent 
upon a fact of local support for at least 511 of the operating budget. 

Historically the community colleges have been locally oriented Insti= 
tutions. Early junior colleges were often housed in wings of the high 
schools with complete public support from local funds^^i.e., property taxes. 
As real property was questioned more often as an indicator of income or 
wealth, a shift in sources for public revenue had to develop. The Income tax 
and the sales tax became sources used more and more often even though these 
have htstorically been recognized as sources of Income for state and federal 
appropr ia t ions . 

Increased state Interest and activity In the planning, developing and 
establishing of community colleges has been accompanied by increased state 
support, increased state coordination and even Increased state control. 

The pressure to obtain mors funds from student tuition has been a 
constant force as budgets become more attenuated. Some have called the 
charginq of tuition a use tax upon the student-^^l ev led at a time when he is 
least able to pay it. In spite of thise protestations there has been a 
steady increase in tuition charges to students during the past ten years in 
almost every state. 6 
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There should be concern expressed relative to the financing of 
community colleges as compared with the basic philosophical commitments of 
these institutions. In order to evaluate the financial support patterns 
used by the various states In terms of the philosophy, a careful analysis 
of the stated goals and their implementation Is in order. 

One of the earliest analyses of the community colleges and their 
philosophical commitments was carried out by L. V. Koos In the early 1920's. 
His taxonomy of "Purposes** provides not only a basic understanding of the 
junior college in the 1920's but also a recognition of the similar commit- 
ments of the 1970*s. 

Koos listed the purposes aS follows: 
GROUP 



Affecting education in 
the two years under 
cons i derat 1 on 



PURPOSE 

' K Offering two years of work 
acceptable to colleges and 
un i vers 1 1 les 

2. Completing education of 
students not going on 

3^ Providing occupational 
training of Junior- 
col 1 ege grade 

k. Popularizing higher education 

5, Continuing home Influence 
dur ing immatur I ty 

6, Affording attention to the 
Ind i vidual student 

7* Offering better opportunities 
for training In leadership 

8, Offering better Instruction 
in these school years 

9* Allowing for exploration 



GROUP 



PURPOSE 



1 ] . Affect ing the - - - 
organization of the 
school system 



111. Affecting the 
un i vers i ty 



IV, Affecting 

instruction in the 
high school 



Affecting the ^ 
community of 
loca t ion 



'10. Placing in the secondary school 
all work appropriate to It 

11. Making the secondary'School 
period coincide with 

adol escence 

12. Fostering the evolution of 

the system of education 

13- Economizing time and expense 
by avoiding duplication 

1^. Assigning a function to the 
smal 1 col 1 ege 

^15* Relieving the university 

16, Making possible real 

un i vers 1 ty f unct ion i ng 

17- Assuring better preparation 
for university work 

^18, Improving high-school 
instruct Ion 

19* Caring better for brighter 
high^school students 

^20, Offering work meeting 
local needs 

21, Affecting the cultural tone 
of the community 



Koos characterized the budding Junior college movement basically as a 
democratizing activity in higher education. Even in 1920 when there were 
less than two hundred Junior colleges enrolling approximately 16,000 students, 
Koos found a definable philosophic basis for the development of these in- 
stitutions. For purposes of analysis he divided these into five groups. 



Group One describes those purposes which are related to the two years 
of education beyond high school. Such concerns as the usual freshman and 
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sophomore courses leads the list-^then and often now* Concern for '^general 
education^" academic in nature, especially for the group who will not con- 
tinue beyond the community conege Is also basic in most states. There is 
ai'SO concern for preparing youth for occupations at the ''semi --profess iona 1" 
1 eve) . 

These philosophical concerns were program oriented; however, Koos also 
Identified even at this early stage of development, several other concerns 
which formed a part of the basic reasons for the development of these Junior 
colleges: popularizing higher education, continuing home influences during 
immaturity, affording attention to individual students, offering better op- 
portunities for training in leadership, offering better instruction in these 
school years, and allowing for exploration* These concerns formed the basis 
for the continuing expansion of Junior colleges into community colleges over 
the ensuing fifty year period* 

Group Two purposes were based upon a view of the entire educational 
system and the position of the junior college within that system. Many 
persons believed that secondary education was a period of education that 
provided opportunity to explore alternatives and complete generalities. 
So the junior college In essence should be an expansion of secondary educa- 
tion leaving the focus upon special ization to the last two years of the 
typical four year degree. The purpose of the junior college, then, should 
be to complete secondary education, grow out of adolescence, prevent wasted 
time and repetition between high school and college, and permit weak four 
year colleges to become strong junior colleges. 

Group Three purposes were related to the philosophy outlined in Group 
Two, By concentrating secondary education in these local extensfons of 
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eoucation, the universities are relieved of concern for this level of edu • 
cation and can concentrate their efforts on the "true'* university functions. 
At the same time a screening function would be carried out by the Junior 
colleges which would assure better preparation of students for university 
work . 

Group Four purposes assumed that high school instruction would benefit 
from the faculty leadership in the Junior college and from the high standards 
of accomplishment of the Junior college students* Koos pointed out that some 
Junior colleges were serving the interests of the more capable students by 
encouraging them to move through their programs more rapidly. 

Group Five purposes were not well defined in 1920 but they were still 
recognized. This philosophy simply stated that the local community had 
particular educational and social needs which should be met through courses 
offered in the Junior college. A concern was also expressed for uplifting 
the cultural interests of the community. 

These purposes Identified by Koos over fifty years ago were based upon 
a limited number of colleges and yet this taxonomy contains most of the 
elements of the philosophy which Is the concern of community colleges today. 

In this same study, Koos Identified several financial and organizational 
problems which may be briefly summarized: 

K There was a wide variation in the level of per student 
support among the junior colleges* 

2, It was difficult to identify the hidden costs which result 
from Joint use of facilities and personnel . 

3* The costs of courses other than the liberal arts were not 
adequately supported, . 



Colleges had to attain a reasonable size if there was to 
be very many courses other than basic liberal arts. 
5 * Non^res ident students caused prob 1 ems in 1 oca 1 suppor t . 

6, Increased state support was needed in order to equalize 
local tax burdens. 

7. There was a need for a thoroughly developed state plan 
before Junior colleges should be organized. 

The problem of financing the philosophy obviously has had its genesis 
In the origin of the junior college itself. This fact has been further 
recognized by Dorothy Knoel 1 and Charles Mclntyre In their 197^ study en^ 
t i 1 1 ed Planning Colleges for the Community * 

Knoel 1 and Mclntyre describe the community college philosophy through 
a series of program goals* These represent ''philosophies about the relation 
ship of the individual to society and the Importance of the Individual In^ 
terests in relation to manpower needs . * * community colleges are intereste 
In educating whole persons not simply the labor^force portion of the person* 

They listed goals as follows: 

Goal One - Community colleges should develop a distribution 



or balance of students among the major cat ories 



of programs. 



Goa 1 Two 



The community college should relate student 



interests to manpower needs* 



Goal Three: 



The community college should reflect student 



aspirations and achievements in its relationships 



to other institutions. 



Goal Four 



The community college should improve access for 



disadvantaged and other unprepared students. 
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Goal Five ; The community college should plan specifically 

for the delivery of student personnel services^** 
a 1 1 of them. 

Goal Six : The community college should recognize that 

students attend intermittently, part^timej and 
repeatedly and will have lifetime educational 

needs . 

Goal One points toward a comprehensive program which offers a diversity 
of education In ways which attract students to all categor Ies=-not simply 
the typical liberal arts programs nor simply the skills rt^.qulred for job 
success. Decisions relating to allocation resources are an essential con- 
slderation in putting money where philosophy is. 

Goal Two commits the community college to respond both to manpower 
needs and to student Interests^-commitment to this goal implies assessment 
of manpower needs, counseling services for students, clearly stated goals 
for career educationj adequate programs of training^ and continuing place^ 
menr and follow-up activities. 

Goal Three would recognize the need to provide students with continued 
opportunities for advancing their educt'ion. Low cost community colleges 
will need to be associated In a state with low cost universities. Individual 
movement from one level of education to another needs to be assisted and not 
I nh i b i ted . 

Goal Four is closely related In that programs for unprepared students 
which lead nowhere do not provide an adequate solution to the social problems 
of undereducated human resources. Longer time is needed for some students to 
reach the program goals which are established^ Financial support based upon 
''lock step" progress will not provide for these students. 
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Goal Five provides for student services which will enable students to 
ba successful , Relationships between the services students need at this 
critical juncture In their educational development and those which are often 
provided sometimes appear to be very remote* In fact, a few states have 
even refused to provide funds for counsel !ng servicesj for example. 

Goal Six recognizes that an increasing percentage of community college 
student enrollment will be made up of part-time and Intermittent students. 
Current practices are often based upon the assumpt ion that ful 1 =t Ime students 
begin In the fall of one year in order to complete a two year program In the 
June of the following second year. Summer programs are not supported or are 
inadequately supported. Services are made available only to full=tlme 
students. Criticisms are expressed and even punitive procedures used for 
so-called attrition rates* The term attrition should be meaningless In this 
kind of community college* 

Goal Six also calls for recognition of the fact that the need for 
continued education is not over at the age of twenty^^two or nineteen; it is 
a lifetime need* Present day financial support programs are often punitive 
toward older youth or adultSi The needs of the community Include many 
activities not always identified as collegiate or even educational. Pro- 
grams promoting social outreach, Indlvldua] development (such as women's 
re-entry programs) ^ career development, resource center for data collection, 
civic action groups, conference planning, and a number of related concerns 
are often placed upon a "self-sustaining" financial base or forbidden entirely* 

These six goals express the program philosophy which is most often 
currently Identified by community college analysts* Edmund Gleazer's re- 
peated emphasis upon "community oriented, performance based" education also 
epitomises these current philosophical statements. However, such are the 

o " 13 
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verbal philosophies not necessarily the operative ones. Financial support 
makes the difference more often than not between the philosophy and the 
real i ty * 

Another way of examining communfty college philosophy is to look at 
the college catalogs. Most college faculties attempt to verbalize their 
philosophy in the catalog. 

These purposes may be expressed in different language but essentially 
they describe the program commitments of the colleges and thereby state a 
philosophy. Most community colleges in 1975 emphasize a series of occu^ 
patfonal programs. A general education component, a university parallel 
program offering made up of the usual freshman and sophomore courses ^ a 
program euphemistically labeled as developmental which Koos long ago called 
''making up high school deficiencies" and others have since labeled ''remedial^" 
and a continuing education or community service program. The major difficulty 
is that most states provide financial support for the entire program based 
upon the third element in this list! 

As a further indication of the commitment to the philosophies described 
herein from the analysis by Koos to the planning format developed by Knoel 1 
and Mclntyre, from the catalog description to the statements by Gleazerp 
most legislatures in the nation as well as a large number of State Master 
Plans have authorized a legal definition which also purports to express the 
role of the community col 1 ege^^another statement of philosophy. 

The typical Junior college/community college law authorizes a two-year 
Institution which provides courses of "a scientific and liberal arts nature 
which are commonly found in the freshman and sophomore years of a baccalaur* 
eate degree program" and courses of a "vocational and technical nature," 
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More often than not some mention Is also Included which authorizes "adult 

education" or even community services* These laws In thus defining the 

role of the community college provide a specific statement of philosophy 

which Is where our money ought to go* Another expression of community 

college philosophy which reiterates the descriptions of Koos is that given 

by the 197^ statement of the President's Commission on Higher Education, 

This Commission recommends as an important element 
in equalization the establishment of free , public 
community colleges which would offer courses in 
general educationp both terminal and having trans^ 
fer value^ vocational courses suitably related to 
local needs* and adult education programs of varied 
character, (p, 69) 

These statements in catalogs, In reportSp In legal deflnltionSp In 

the community college literature provide a rather clear statement of the 

goals generally associated with these colleges* The financial supp ort 

patterns ^f the states do not provide adequate funds nor do they allocate 

resources in a proper fashion to enable the goals to be implemented . Some 

of the problems may be summarized as follows: 

I. While all states which support community colleges (this 

includes forty-eight of the fifty states) provide a 

combination of state and other funds, there Is still 

fnadequate support in many Instances* especially when 

local tax support is the major component. The sole 

exception to this generalization Is California which 

at the present time still maintains considerable 

amount of local tax. The philosophy of community 

colleges assumes that the state will accept Its 

responsibility to equalize opportun I t I es ^ but actual 
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practice does not always support this philosophy* 
Authorized charge back procedures for out-of-district 
students are found In only one or two states; local 
taxation limitations place ceilings upon the avall^ 
able funds for some Junior colleges in a state but 
do not reajly affect others; tuition charges become 
prohibitive at some colleges and are virtually non- 
existent at others; federal funds for vocational 
education are sometimes distributed on bases which 
eliminate certain Junior colleges from part i i pat ing 
in these funds* These are only a few examples of 
instances where the state has not accepted its 
responsibility as envisioned In the stated philosophy* 
Formula dispersion of state support funds are more 
often than not based upon student credit hours* Philo- 
sophically, the courses for credit constitute only a 
part of the community college program (sometimes less 
than half). States tend to provide these funds on a 
flat per student basis or a per student credit hour 
basis even though It Is well documented that some 
courses cost two or three times as much as other courses 
The encouragement to offer the least expensive courses 
Is built Into this formula allocation* In other wordsf 
the al locat ion .of funds negates the philosophy of the 
program, 
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Often there is no state support for community ser'- 
vice programs. The position that localities should 
support these programs or that they should be ''self- 
sustaining" ent i rel y belieS'the philosophy described 
earlier. The philosophy recognizes all programs in 
the comprehensive community college; the support 
pattern says some are more deserving of support 
than others* 

Funds for vocational education are allocated in a 
manner which encourages duplication of effort in 
these subject areas. Simultaneous support for post^ 
high school vocational schools and for community 
colleges more often than not encourages wasteful 
dupl icat ion. 

Some states provide support for full -time day students 
onlyp The time of day determines the existence of 
state support. Part-time students are sometimes not 
supported at al 1 by state funds. 
Some states do not provide funds for counseling. 
Student service support is computed (when it eKists) 
upon an FTE basis even though each part-time student 
requires a similar service. 

Funds are made available for permanent buildings but 
are nqt available for paying for temporary use even 
though the community college best serves the area when 
Its programs are available throughout the district 
served, 

17 
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8, Antiquated concepts of buildings are enforced which 
do not permit modular curriculum development. State 
policies may limit construction dasign and implement 
tation* 

9^ The open door Is forced to close by placing severe 
limitations upon enrollment* This is most often 
accomplished through limited appropriations or by 
setting a maKimum enrollment figure. 
As described by Koos, by Knoel 1 , and by Gleazer, the community college 
phnosophy has developed commitments which constitute a philosophical base 
for these colleges. These commitments have been often frustrated by the 
resources available or by the way In which such resources are allocated. If 
financial resources are not made availablej the philosophy will remain in the 
category of unreachable goals* 
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CHAPTER 11 
Current Support Patterns Taxonomy 

The financial support patterns actually in use in the states have 
been studied during the past three year period by researchers at the 
Institute of Higher Education, University of Florida* During that period 
up to the presents information has been provided by each of the fifty 
states and Puerto Rico^ and revisions reflecting changes occurring in 
various states have also been provided. Analysis of the information leaves 
an Impression of the status of flux that exists. 

The various states' methods of allocating funds to community colleges 
are very diverse. The funding allocation methodology In each state has 
evolved over time according to the perceived needs of the state and the 
circumstances surrounding the conceptualization and development of its 
communtty colleges. There are^ however, sufficient similarities in 
existence to Identify a simple taxonomy of funding allocation patterns which 
fit four general models of support. The four funding support models are 
(a) negotiated budget, (b) unit rate formula, (c) minimum foundation, and 
(d) cost^-based program funding. 

A definition for each of the models follows, together with examples of 
formulas which fit Into one of the four categories. 

Negotiated Budget Funding 
State funding for Individual colleges which must be either annually 
or biennially negotiated with a state legislature and/or a state board by 
college representatives is considered negotiated budget funding, A corol- 
lary requirement may be analysis and approval of each Individual college's 
budget either as a single entity, or by line item, 
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Most of the states using this method have no reported formula for 
get preparation or funds allocation. The few that have developed de- 
tailed and comprehensive budget preparation procedures are more appro- 
priately classified in the cost-based program funding category. The de- 
tailed budget programming becomes the method for allocation, and it Is an 
overshadowing argument in negotiations. 

The states currently report ing negot iated budget funding are 
Connecticut, Delaware, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Utah, Vermont, and Virginia. Colorado's state operated colleges are 
included, but that state's locally controiled community colleges are in a 
different category. None of these states reported revenue from local dis- 
trict taxes to support operations of their colleges. Other states meeting 
the requirements of negotiated budget funding, but qualifying In another 
category, are reported In the other categories. 

Comparison with the typology of finance models described by the National 
Educational Finance Project (NEFP) places the states using negotiated budget 
Funding in the full state support model category. Full state support theoret 
ically enables complete equalization of educational opportunity. However, 
equalization or equitable treatment depends upon how the state faces its 
responsibility for full support and the method of budget development and 
negot iat.lon . 

A positive attribute of this method Is the high degree of account- 
ability that is inherent. On the negative side, a large state staff may be 
required with a tendency toward state control. Pressure to regulate both 
revenue and expenditures can threaten local decision-making and responsive- 
ness to local needs., Combining full state support and negotiated budgeting 
encourages state-level decision-making . 

20 
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Unit Rate Formulas 

State allocation of funds to colleges on the basis of a simple formula 
specifying a stated number of dollars per unit of measure, is considered to 
be unit rate formula funding. The units of measure in the formula may be 
units of instructions enrol Imentj output, and/or a combination thereof. A 
minimum local tax effort may or may not be required. 

Unit rate funding Is a flat grant method. A state grant of funds is 
based on some measure of the number of students receiving instruction and 
other services. The grant is computed at a single funding rate In the 

simplest case* In cases where attempts have been made to adjust the formula 

_ ^_ ■ 

to meet differences In needs, multiple funding rates differentiated accord- 
ing to level of instruct Ion, type of college, numbers of students enrolled, 
and/or type of instructional program may become part of the grant computation. 

Both minimum foundation funding and cost^based program funding may be 
considered as advanced developments of unit rate formulas. Minimum founda- 
tion funding represents a refinement in the direction of guaranteeing an 
acceptable level of support for enhancing equality of educational opportunity 
where both state and local taxes are funding sources. Cost-based program 
funding represents a refinement In the direction of funding based upon actual 
costs for operations either by operational function or by specified instruc- 
tional disclpjine categories. 

Since unit rate formulas represent a flat grant method, funding does 
not vary with respect to the local taxpaying ability of the district, A 
minimum local tax levy may be required for eligibility to receive the state 
grant, but the rate amount for the grant is uniform statewide. The grant 
may, however, have a maximum limit, a celling on the total funds allocated 

21 
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to a college often stated in terms of a percentage of college operating 
expenses . 

The states currently using unit rate formulaSs but setting maximum 
percentages of state support for a college's current operationSp are 
Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey^ New York, and Pennsylvania. How the per- 
centage ceilings are applied in each of these states may be aKplained best 
in the descriptions of the formulas. 

The other states using unit rate formulas arei Alabama, Alaska, 
Colorado (locally controlled colleges), Kansas, Mississippi, Nebraska, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma (one locally controlled college), and Oregon. Each 
of these states, with the exceptions of Alaska and Kansas, allocate funds 
to their colleges at one or more $/FTE student rates. Both Alaska and 
Kansas allocate their funds at a single $/credit hour rate. Alabama and 
Mississippi use a col lege site funding grant which Is the same amount for 
each of the coLUges, and then add their $/FTE funding to it. Examination 
of the formulas rev.eals that the funding rates vary in number from one to 
six, and ir} the states where multiple rates are used, some rate decision 
parameter (Allocation Variable) is specified for use in calculating the total 
funding al locations. 

In the states where the $/FTE student rate is dependent upon a curricular 
program rate parameter, the vocational education program PTE student rate is 
usually higher than the academic transfer (or general education) program FTE 
student rate. From the states currently following this practice, two ex- 
amples of this enriched funding per FTE are found In Colorado and Ohio. 
Colorado funds the vocational education programs at a rate 681 higher than 
the nonvocat ional educational programs. In Ohio, the lowest of three voca- 
t ionai-^technlcal education funding rates Is kk% higher than the lowest of 
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the three rates for general educational studies, 

Oregon differentiates formula unit funding rates according to the 
number of FTE students enrolled. The funding rates are set for two levels 
or steps which in effect provides different levels of funding for colleges 
of different sizes. The first 1100 FTE students are funded at a rate 
2k% higher than the $/FTE rate for enrollment over 1100 FTE, 

Since unit rate formulas are essentially a flat grant method, equaliza- 
tion of educational opportunity for all students in a state is virtually 
Impossible. It should be pointed out, however^ that as the percentage of 
state financing increases and the percentage of local financing decreases, 
the level, of equalization becomes higher. In the case where local support 
becomes zero, as with Alabama and Alaska, the funding method becomes the full 
state support method^ and equalization within the state may be achieved if 
student fees are uniform statewide, i 

The most positive aspect of this financing method is local control of 
budget decisions and expenditures. On the negative sidej unit rate funding 
neither relates directly to college responsiveness to local needs, nor pro- 
vides Incentives for Improvement In programs and services, or efficiency. 
Also, accountability provisions are absent; funding Is not related directly 
to expenditures or costs other than through set callings on state support. 
Providing program direction through funding Incentives is possible, as with 
New York, but only If special funding rate categories are established in 
conjunction with qualifying criteria for eligibility, 

Min Imum Foundat Ion Fund ing 
State funding for Individual college districts computed at a variable 
rate dependent upon the amount of local tax funding available at a prescribed 
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minimum millage levy, and/or providing a state guaranteed minimum level of 
suppart per student measure when state and local funds are combined, is 
minimum foundation funding* The variable rate allocation of state funds 
may be expressed as either a set $/student measure amount minus the re- 
quired local millage levy funds, or the approved district budget minus the 
amount produced by the required minimum local tax levy. 

Minimum foundation funding is also referred to as equalization funding. 
It is a method with variations in form of the Strayer-Halg formula. Equaliza- 
tion is best achieved where there Is no local college district leeway to 
assess a higher tax levy than the required minimum millage and student fees 
are uniform statewide. If the millage and student fees are constants both 
the local funds and contribution and the state allocation are functions of 
the wealth of each college district. Local funding varies directly with the 
value of taxable property, and state funding varies Inversely with the local 
property value. The question arises however: Should community college 
funding be purely a function of district wealthy either directly or inversely? 

The states using minimum foundation funding are Arizona, California, 
Illinois, Michigan, Montana, New Mexico, Wisconsinj and Wyoming. Montana 
expresses her formula for state funding allocations as the state-approved 
college budget amount minus a prescribed local millage levy and minus student 
fees. Montana requires a three'-mill deduction. New Mexico uses a similar 
method: approved budget^ minus student fees, minus the local funding. But, 
New Mexico has a statutory guarantee of a specified $/FTE student funding 
level when state and local funding is combined. The method used for minimum 
foundation funding In each of the states is described in the section listing 
the formulas currently in use* 
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Minimum foundation funding of community colleges is a philosophical 
extension of the foundation approach to financing the public schooJsj kinder^ 
garten through high school* A major deficiency of this method for financing 
colleges Is the Impact of student tuition and fees on equalization of ex- 
penditures per PTE* Only in the cases where student fees are either at 
zero or uniform statewide, and assessment of property valuation Is uniform 
statewide^ can equalization be approached. 

It is commonly recognized that property valuation practices vary widely 
from district to district, and this negates the principle of equalization 
of effort as a function of district wealth or 'Mocal ability to pay,*' The 
traditional minimum foundation approach also disregards recognized factors 
such as geography and college size which affect directly the differences in 
financial support needs. 

Though minimum foundation funding provides for local board control of 
expend i tures J it could be viewed as a necessity due to the relatively high 
local tax funds usually required. The method does not intrinsically provide 
any apparent incentive for promoting efficiency or improving accountability. 
Outputs are not related to expenditures or costs of programs and services. 

Cost^Based Program Funding 
The allocation of state funds on the basis of multiple cost centerss 
detailed Instructional discipline categorieSs program functions, and/or 
budgeted object of expenditure Is considered to be cost"based program fund^ 
ing. Cost studies at either the state level , or the college level, or both 
levels, may be an Integral part of the funding process or an implied separate 
activity* These concepts are implicit in the funding method, (a) funding 
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related to actual costs, and (b) costs varying due to program and other 
institutional factors. 

Cost^based program funding is analogous to one or the other of two 
common finance models, depending upon whether local tax funds are used or 
not. Ten of the fifteen states using this method have no local tax funding. 
The ten are Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
Nevada, Tennessee, Washington, and West Virginia, They fit the full state 
support model. Five states have a small percentage of total support which 
Is from local taxes, and these all fit into the flat grant modeh Iowa, 
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carol Ina, -and Texas. The local funding Is 
not tied directly to the state funding procedures in these states: it is 
either for special purposes, or a carryover of past practices to allow fund- 
ing enrichment from local sources. 

Cost-based program funding has high potential for equal opportunity 
provisions when costs are accurately assessed on a statewide basis and are 
fufiy funded. Fair treatment and equitability may be enhanced for the 
student, the tax^paying public, and the colleges. Accountability Is a 
built-in feature of this method when cost analyses are an integral part of 
'.- the process. 

State^Ievel incentives to improve programs and services are possible 
through this method, though they are not always present. State^level incen- 
tives to promote efficiency of local college operations may be included, but 
there is a danger that funding based on statewide average costs could dis^ 
cournqe efficiency since lower costs result in subsequent lower funding levels* 

Responsiveness to local needs and local control of decisions, with 
respect to program direction and budget, could fall prey to state-level Inter- 
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vention. Safeguards guaranteeing local inputs and control must be built 
into the procedures in order to avoid this situation. 

Table 1 is a summary of the college operational or program functions 
that repeatedly occur as Individually funded categories In the states' 
allocation formulas. There appears to be a high degree of concensus on the 
location of cost centers as points of funding differentiation In ten of the 
states. Three states--F]or Ida, South Carol Ina, and Texas-^fold all 
operating expenses funding Into the $/FTE student or $/contract hour alloca- 
tions for their instructional discipline categories. 

The most common differentiation in funding for instructional programs 
is made between academic transfer courses and voca t i ona 1 /techn ica 1 courses. 
The use of Instructional discipline categories as cost centers is evident 
both In the states that fund according to course or student measures , and 
In the states that fund according to instructional positions. The frequency 
of use of Instructional categories in determining funding allocations is 
(a) twelve of the fifteen states use two or more instructional categories, 
and (b) six of the twelve states use detailed ^'^^ Ipline categories ranging 
in number from fourteen to forty-^five. 

Table 2 illustrates the frequency of us. of the different types of 
allocation rates. The number of states using a particular type of funding 
rate for allocations In the program function c egories is given. One pur= 
pose of Table 2 Is to allow a comparison with lable 1 and show the slmllarl-" 
ties and d I s imi 1 ar I t I es In allocation practices among selected states using 
cost-based program funding. 
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TABLE 1 

College Program Functions Identified as 
Funding Paramaters in Selected States 



Program Funding 



State 


1 r rnr f I nn 

£ Research 


Ex tens ion 

f, Pilh 1 1 r 
& r u y 1 I w 

Serv ice 


Library 

u Lea \ 11 1 [ly 

Resources 


Services 


Admin, £ Gen, 
up 1 ! 6y£ 
Support 


Plant 
uper* & 
Ha int. 


Arkansas 


X 


Nag* 


Nag. 


X 


Neg, 


X 


Flor ida^ 


X 


X 










Georg ia 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Hawa i i 


X 


X 


X^ 


X 


X 




Minnesota 


X 


\ 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Navada 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


North Caro 1 Ina 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




Oklahoma 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


South Carol ina^ 


X 












Tennessee 


X 


Neg, 


X 


X 


X 


X 


Texas 


X . 












Washington 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


Wast Virginia 


X 




X 


Neg. 


X 


Neg i 



Notes. An X indicates funding rates or percentage amounts are used to fund the function, and an entry of 
"NegJ' means the funding is negotiated for that function. 

^Funding for all other functions is included in the funding rates for Instruction. 

"Library and Learning resources are called ocademic support. 

c - 

This function must be financed from local funding sources. 
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TABLE 2 



Frequency of Use of Allocation Rate Paraneters 
In Cost"based Prograiii Funding 

Nuniber of States Funding the Program Function 

Extension Library Admin. S Gin. Plant 

Funding Instruction & Public £ Learning Student College Oper. & 

Rates , £ Research Service Resources Services Support Haint. 

yprof. 

Positions 8 1 . ^ ] k 3 

$/$taff 

Positions k 3 3 3 

$/Cipitl 

Student 1 13 2 

$/FTE 

Student 6 2 II/. 

I Salaries 113 2 2 1 

I Silaries & 

Operations 12 15 1 

^/College 1 I k 

$/Credit 

Hour 3 1 

$/Contact 
Hr. or CEU 1 1 



TABLE 2 - continued 



Number of States Funding the Program Function 



Extension Library Admin. £ Gen* Plant 

Funding Instruction b Public & Learning Student College Oper. £ 

Rates S Research Service Resources Services Support Maine . 



S/Book 
Replaced 

I Replace- 
ment cost 

I operations 
Expend. 

$/Square Foot 
or Acre 



$/Man Hr, or 
Man Yr, 



Note . The numerical entries do not indicate an unduplicited count of the states In a 
vertical direction* For examplas a state may use more than one type of funding 
in its allocation for the instruction and research function. 
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SUMMARY 

This report places each of the various states In one of four categories 
(Note: Several states support more than one type of community college 
financial plan and therefore may be in more than one category) as follows: 
U Negotiated Budget Funding (12 states) 

Colorado (state controlled) 

Connecticut (state system) 

Delaware (one Institution only) 

I daho 

Indiana (one institution only) 
Kentucky (part of University System) 
Maine (part of University System) 
Massachusetts (state system) 
Rhode Island (one institution only) 
Utah 

Vermont (one Institution only) ^ 
Virginia (also related to cost analysis) 
II. Unit Rate Formula Funding (15 states) 

A. Maximum level of state support established 
Maryland ($1 1 00/FTE--max J 
Missouri ($20/credIt hr,--maxj 
New Jersey ($600/FTE-^-state max.) 
New York 

Pennsylvania ($1500/FTE"-max.) 



B. No maximum presented 

Alabama (pro rata share of appropriated funds) 
Alaska (academic programs only) 

Colorado (totally controlled) (state residents only) 

Kansas (max, of $1 5 - 50/cred i t hour) 

Mississippi 

Nebraska (pro rata share of total) 

North Dakota 

Ohio (in six categories) 

Oklahoma (local ly control led) (limited by appropr iat ions) 
Oregon (state residents only) 
III. Minimum Foundation Funding (8 states) 
Ar [zona 
Ca 1 i f orn i a 
11 1 i no i s 
M I ch i gan 
Montana 
New Mexico 
Wi scons In 
WyomI ng 

IV, Cost^Based Progrgm Funding (16 states) 
A. Fu 1 1 state fund I ng 
Arkansas 

Florida (cost studies at state level) 
Georgia (costs determined by Regents) 
Hawaii (negotiated amounts) 
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Louisiana (computed statewide) 
Minnesota (computed and/or negotiated costs) 
Nevada 
Tennessee 
Wash f ngton 
West Vf rg i nia 
B. Local support In addition to state 
Iowa 

North Dakota 

Oklahoma (state system) / 

South Carol I na 

Texas 

Two states did not report a method for funding community col leges i 
New Hampshire and South Dakota, 
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CHAPTER I I I 
Procedures Used in Each State 

The previous chapter provided information about the state support 
of community colleges. This chapter provides specific Information 
relative to each state* The descriptions contafned herein are the most 
recent information available to the researchers. In most Instances the 
i975"76 procedures are described except where otherwise noted. 

The following paragraphs describe each of the states' funding 
methods^ not from the point of view of procedural detail ^ but with respect 
to types of funding rates and the application to programs and/or operational 
functions. The object Is to present a narrative picture of the decision 
points where allocation variables occur in the funding methods, 
Alabama - The state allocation to each college includes a base 

appropriation ($200,000 per college in 1976"77) plus a pro rata 
share of the remaining state appropriation after all colleges have received 
their base allotment. The proration Is based upon the PTE student average 
enrollments for the four-quarter year, FTE is computed by dividing the 
credit hour production per quarter by 12, 

Alaska ^ The allocation of state funds Is based upon credit hours recorded 

In academic degree programs, Nondegree programs and activities 
are not eligible for state funding support andp therefore, muit be self^ 
supporting or funded from local resources. 
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Ar I zona ^ The allocation of state funds is either computed at set 

$/FTE student rates, or is a lesser amount sufficient to 
allow the local tax levy to be reduced to five mills. The $/FTE student 
rates vary according to two specified parameters: (a) enrollment level 
either greater or less than 1000 FTE students, and (b) enrollment level 
either greater or less than 1000 FTE students, and (b) enrollment in either 
nonvoca t iona 1 or vocational programs* The 197^ rates have been reported 
to be unchanged through 1976^ They are $680/FTE nonvocat ional and $950/FTE 
vocational students for the first 1000 FTE studentSi and for the enrollments 
over 1000 FTE the rates are reduced to $440/FTE nonvocat iona 1 and $6l6/FTE 
vocational students. ThuSp funding is approximately higher for the 
first 1000 FTE students than for the FTE over 1000. It is ^01 higher for 
vocational FTE than for nonvocat iona 1 FTE regardless of total enrollment 
level. Arizona* s method Is equivalent to computing the state funding 
allocation after a flva^mill local tax levy Is deducted from the budget 
of each col 1 ege. 

Arkansas ^ The funding allocation for Instruction is calculated at a $/faculty 

position salary rate for each of 19 Higher Education General In- 
formation System (HEGIS) instructional disciplines* I4 academic, four oc 
cupatlonal, and one developmen taK Instructional supplies, expenses, and 
replacement equipment are also funded at a $/faculty position rate for each 
of the HEGIS categories. Prior to 1976-77 the funding rate applied to 
both credit and honcredlt Instruction. Counselor positions are funded 
at a $/position salary rate. Building maintenance and repair allocations 
and custodial care allocations are computed according to a set of $/square 
foot rates that are arrayed by (a) buMdi use, (b) type construct ion j and 
(c) air conditioned status* All other funded budget items are nonformula 
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items based upon past experience and Justification to meet estimated 
needs* These items are (a) general administration and student services^ 
(b) general institutional expenses, (c) community services, (d) library, 
(e) operation of physical plant, and (f) other educational and general 
expend i tures * 

Ca) i fornia - Average dally attendance (ADA) is used as the student measure 
for funding. The state's share of college operating expenses 
if? computed in several parts. One $/ADA rate is used for students other 
than defined adults, and a lower S/ADA rate Is used for defined adults. 
Defined adults are those students over 21 years old who are enrolled in 
fewer than 10 class hours per week. Each part of the allocatjon computa= 
tlon is an amount that equates to the $/ADA rate minus the amount produced 
by a specified minimum local tax levy. The specified mi II age deduction 
from the defined adult part is 2.4 mi lis, and the deduction from the other 
part Is 3.9 mills. The ADA rate for defined adults is 54.51 of the ADA 
rate for students other than defined adults. 

For 1976 the basic state aid rate for each unit of ADA of students 
not residing in any district maintaining a community college is $i25/ADA, 
The state allowance for each unit of ''defined adult'' ADA is $637/ADA minus 
the product of $0.24 multiplied by each $100 amount of the adjusted assessed 
valuation of the district per unit of ADA exclusive of adujj?.. Funding for 
apprentice training for 1975^76 is reported at $1073 per unit. 

The "Foundation Program for Grades 13 and 14 of Community College 
Districts" excludes nonresidents, defined adults, and incarcerated inmates 
from the computation of ADA for foundation funding. For each community 
college district which has a foundation program ADA of 1,001 or more during 
the fiscal year. The funding rate Is $1,143/ADA minus the product of $0.39 
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multiplied by each $100 amount of adjusted assessed valuation of the 
district per ADA exclusive of adults. For those college districts with 
less than \ ,00) ADA, the lesser amount is assigned to each college based 



upon either 


the ADA reported or the number of ct 


jrtificated employees 


employed as 


appears below: 




A.D.A. 


MINIMUM NO. OF 

FULL-TIME CERTIFICATED 
EMPLOYEES 


1975-76 
AMOUNT 


1-150 


12 


$ 307,000 


151 - 200 


15 




201 - 300 


18 


i»93,0OC 


301 - koo 


21 


586,000 


kO\ - 500 


Ik 


679,000 


501 - 600 


27 


772,000 


601 - 700 


30 


864,000 


701 - 800 


33 


957,000 


801 - 900 


36 


1 ,050,000 


901 - 1000 


39 


1 ,143,000 



Colorado =^ The 7 state community colleges are totally state supported, 

and appropriations are based upon the budget requests of the 
colleges and the 1 eg i s lature ■ s discretion. The state aid grants to locally 
operated junior college districts are computed for state resident students 
only. The state grant support rate is $700/FTE student for all state 
resident students. An additional $^75 per FTE (700 + ^75 = 1175) per FTE 
student grant is allocated for enrollments In occupational courses meeting 
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state board criteria. The FTE student equals either 45 quarter hours or 
30 semester hours of credit courses. 

Connect f cut The colleges are totally funded by the state. 

Appropriations and allocations are dependent upon the 
projected needs of each college as identified by each college president 
In his budget requests and the historical funding pattern establiihed with 
the legislature. 

De 1 awa re = A line item budget is submitted by each colleges via the 

governor, to the state legislature. The colleges are considered 
to be 100 percent state funded. Day student tuition is returned to the 
state treasurer, but student tuition collected for evening division activities 
is retained by each college for support of the evening programs. 
Mor i da - The allocation for all programs and functions is provided 

through $/FTE student funding rates established annually for 34 
instructional disciplines; 23 HEGIS academic, seven occupat ional , two - 
developmental, and two community instructional services. An annual cost 
analysis by each college folds all indirect costs for administration, library^ 
student services, academic support, physical plant and other services into a 
cost per credit hour of Instruction, This is added to the direct cost per 
credit hour for instruction in the 34 discipline categories. State appro-' 
priations are requested on the basis of $/FTE statewide average cost In 
colleges of less than 1300 FTE students and In colleges of greater than 1300 
FTE, adjusted for changes In cost of living from which is deducted income 
from student fees and federal sources. 

Georgia ^ Funding for professional Instructional and research faculty 
positions Is allocated at a uniform $/faculty position rate. 
Clerical and Technical support staff pos i t Ions are funded at a $/staff 
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position rate, and operating expenses for the instruction and research 
function are funded at a $/faculty position rate. The extension and public 
service function it funded at a $/continuing education unit ($/CEU) rate. 
The functions of general administrat ion * institutional, services, and student 
services are funded in a lump sum amount equated to a percentage of the 
combined allocations for (a) Instruction and research, and (b) extension 
and public service. Library services are also funded at a percentage of the 
combined allocations for (a) and (b) * The remaining functions of physicar 
plant operation and maintenance are funded at a $/square foot ratet The 
state staff performs an annual statewide cost analysis to provide a basis 
for rate change recommendations, 

Hawa i i ^ Support for community college programs are on a negotiated basis--" 

currently (1976) this support for Instruction In the category of 
liberal arts is differentiated geographically between the island of Oahu 
and the neighbor Islands, The neighbor Islands* funding rate for liberal 
arts Is 22,81 more than the rate for Oahu, The instruction program is 
funded at $/credit hour rates In two categorlesi liberal arts and vocational 
education. The four programs other than Instruction are funded at four 
separate $/student head count rates. The four programs are (a) instructional 
support, (b) student serv Ices ^ (c) academic support, and (d) public service. 

The most recently reported rates for state funding are^ $l8/student 
credit hour and $23/student credit hour for instruction in liberal arts on 
Oahu and the "Other Islands" respectively, $28/student credit hour for all 
vocational education instruction at all locations, $175/student enrolled for 
the instructional support program, $75/student enrolled for the academic 
support services program, and no amount for the authorised public service 
program. 
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Idaho ' No formula Is used to allocate state appropriations. Budgets 
are negotiated as need dictates. 

I 1 1 inoi s - The allocation of state funds is Gomputed at set $/credit hour 

^ rates, but there Is a provision for equalization grants that 
guarantees a $/FTE student foundation level when state and local funding 

is combined. The regular funding rates are in five course classifications 

listed below with current rates. The equalization grant Is the variable 
amount required to bring $/FTE student funding up to the foundation level 
when the regular state funding rates plus local funds from specified mini- 
mum tuition and from the local tax levy do not suffice. The required 
minimum tax effort to qualify for equalization Is 12 mills. Illinois also 
makes special purpose grants available to the colleges for non-credlt publ I 
service and disadvantaged students projects. ^ . 

For FYJS there are five authorized budget line items having the 
following 5/credit hour funding ratesi 



(1) 


Summer session baccalaureate and occupational courses 


$19.20 


(2) 


Summer session general studies courses 


$19.20 


(3) 


Academic year baccalaureate and occupational courses 


$19.20 


W 


Academic year remedial and vocational skills courses 


$18.00 


is) 


Academic year "other" general studies coursBS 


$17.6! 



Non^business occupational courses meeting eligibility criteria for 
supplemental grants are funded at $19.20 + $5.80 - $25.00/credIt hour. 
If the appropriation Is Insufficient to fund increased enrollments at the 



authorized rates* proration occurs. 



Indiana - No formula reported, (Vincennes University Is the only community 
CO 1 1 ege^ ); ' 
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Iowa ^ The biennial budget request li based upon the total fisca! year 

budgeted expend ftures for each of the educational functions; arts 
and sciencesi vocational-technical , adult, the ''other" instructional pro- 
grams; and the five support functions, The total amount of the budget 
request includes a computed general aid amount expressed In $/FTE, an 
estimated annual salaries adjustmant amount^ and an additional amount for 
second and third campus operations* 

The state general aid Is determined by subtracting local and federal 
revenue sources from the computed statewide average cost per PTE student 
In four instructional programs; arts and sciences^ vocat lonal -technical , 
adult, and farm vets. The current year est imated statewide average costs 
are computed by adding a percentage Increase tb each category to compensate 
for growth and inflation (presently 10*5 percent for vocat lonal -techn leal 
and 8 percent for all others). The FY75 costs are computed to be $1,312.42 
In arts and sciences, $1,636.03 in vocational-technical, $1|029,39 In adult, 
and $877*87 in farm vets programs* 

The revenue deductions are computed for four sources i estimated state^ 
wide adjusted tuition revenue per PTE student (currently $315* 42/FTE) , 
actual prior year college sales and services, vocational aid revenues in- 
creased at the percentage rate to match the Increase applied to the state^ 
wide average cost (currently 10.5 percent), and one half of each school's 
general fund, 0,75 mil tax* ' 

The current additional funding for current year second campus operation 
is $25,000 and for third campus operation an extra $15,000. There Is a 
penalty provision to reduce state general aid allocated to a school when 
the school's FTE decreased more than 51 from the previous year FTE total* 
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The general aid would be reduced according to the following. 

1. A 501 penalty per FTE would be applied for the number of FTE 
over the allowable 51 decrease. 

2, The number of FTE to be penalized would be multiplied by the 
general aid per FTE for the school in order to establish the 
amount of reduction which would be made In the fol lowing year , 

'^Q^^^s - The state funding rate has changed to $15-50 per credit hour 

for 1975^76, It was reported that their method of funding based 
upon credit hours of enrol Iment, has not changed, and the provision that the 
state pay ftifty percent of the out of district tuition for students attend- 
ing colleges out of the! r res i dent ia 1 district is retained. (State funding 
was $8.00/cr, hr. in 1973 and $l4,00/cr. hr. In 197^). 
Kentucky - No formula reported. The Program Budget is negotrated, 
Loui siana = The state appropr lat ion for colleges in the Louisiana Board 

of Trustee System is computed using a salary base formula 
dependent upon student credit hours produced In categories differentiated 
according to level of instruction and the HEGIS taxonomy. The state allo- 
cation equals the salary base amount plus 62.651 of the salary base amount* 
The rates used to compute the salary base are: 

PROGRAM $ per Student Credit Hour 



Agr icu I ture 




$ 22.86 


Eng ineer i ng 




25.^0 


F ine Arts and 


Arch i tecture 


30.1^ 


Nurs 1 ng 




1 17*22 


Al 1 led Heal th 


and Pharmacy 


25.^0 


Sc I ences 




2U77 


Technolog i es 




25.^0 
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PROGRAM 



$ per Student Credit Hour 



All others 1 



(a) for first 20,000 itudent credit hours 



$ 27.^7 



(b) remainder In exceii of 20,000 SCR 



18,32 



In addition to the abovep any small two'^year college (fall headcount of 
IjOOO or lass) is eligible to receive an adjustnient for disproportionately 
high overhead costs. This factor is ten percent of the amount generated 
by the formula. 

Ma i ne - No formula has been reported. State funding has been expressed 

as by ^'legislative appropriation^* 
Mary 1 and ^- State funds are allocated to the community colleges in 

districts having a population. of 50^000 or more at a dollar per 
full time equivalent ($/FTE) student rate equal to 501 of college operating 
expenses p provided that the l/FTE student rate does not exceed a maKimum 
rate established by the state ($700/FTE), Allocations to regional colleges 
si^rving several subdivisions and with less than 100,000 population and to 
community colleges with less than 500 full time equivalent (FTE) students 
in a district of less than 50,000 population are made at a $/FTE student 
rate that equals 55% of the college operating expenses, providing the maxi* 
mum stated $/FTE student rate ($riOO/FTE) is not exceeded. 

An additional requirement to quslify for the state funding is that the 
amounts of support from local funds and student fees are 28| and 22% 
respectively for the community colleges In the first category above and 281 
and 17% rospectively for the latter category. The funding rate for the 
smallest and second smallest colleges has been changed by statute for 1975^76 
to require the counties in which they are located to contribute more of 
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the revenue to cover total costs and to reduce the revenue contribution 
share born by students. This change requires a support base of $2,365 per 
FTE student at the two small colleges. The state share is 55li but cannot 
exceed $1,300 per FTE student. The local college district is required to 
share 11% of the cost, and the student must pay a 131 share of the cost. 
Mas sachusetts - No formula reported. Budgets are negotiated, 
Michigan - The state allocates funds to the colleges at $/FTE student rates 

which are dependent upon both the type of college and the type 
currtcular program enrollment. The net state allocation Is computed from 
(a) enrollments in three categories of programs, (B) an added funding ad- 
justnient factor, (c) a deduction of tuition and fees, and (d) a deduction 
of the lesser amount generated when either a one=mill levy Is multiplied 
times the equalized district property valuationi or the total FTE enrollment 
of the college rs multiplied times a set $/FTE rate determined from a 
qradualcjd scale of dollar rates to be multiplied by total FYES as the 
alternate deduct Ion to the local tax levy of one mill times the district's 
stvUG equal i^cGd valuation on property. The $390 X FYES total is changed to: 
(FYES ^ FTE student) 

$^00 X FYES total for one campus 

%h\0 K FYES total for tv^ campuses 

%h2Q K FYES to-fcal f@l^ three ©f TOre eampuses / 

Tfieio Is also a provision for community colleges offering classes at 
atmt# coi' rect iona i institutions to receive allocations of $3I0/FYES in the 
prnfiram to defer costs for books and equipment. 

The state funding rates for colleges of greater than 1,500 fiscal year 
e^uat^d students (FYES) and operated by public school districts have been 
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increased to $1,140/FYES for liberal arts, and business and commerce 
programs; $1,760/FYES for vocat ional -techn ical (excluding haalth) 
programs; and $2^280/FYES for health related programs. The state aid 
rates for all community college districts were Increased to $1 ,305/FYES 
for liberal artSj busineii and commerce programs; $1 j825/FYES for vocational 
technical programs; and $2,275/FYES for health related programs. The allo- 
cation rates for colleges of greater than 1^500 PTE studants and operated 
by public school districts are, when compared with the rates for all other 
colleges; (a) 12,651 less for liberal arts, business and commerce programs, 
(b) 9.051 less for vocat ional -techn leal programs, and (c) 0.221 more for 
heal th^related programs. The allocation rates for vocat ional ^techn ical 
programs j when compared with the liberal arts rates at each college, are 
5^*51 higher for the public school district colleges over 1500 FTE, and are 
40i higher for the other colleges. The allocation rates for hea 1 th^rel ated 
programs^ when compared with the respective liberal arts rates, are 1001 
higher for the public school district colleges over 1500 FTE, and are 7^.41 
higher for the other colleges. 

Minnesota - The allocation for personnel is on the basis of programs and 

is computed at $/position rates for both professional positions 
and for nonprofessional positions. All other budget Items have ipecifled 
rates for funds allocations on the basis of object of expenditure. The 
rates are $/college for such items as educational supplies, advertising, 
cooperative education, communications, and travel* Custodial, maintenance 
of plant, and utilities are funded at separate $/square foot rates, Other 
allocation rates used are $/FTE student, $/student head county and I/man- 
hour of services, Administrative and instructional computer services and 
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high school student testing for admissions are paid directly from state 
board accounts: not funded through the eol leges. Some items such as 
equipment and film rentals^ plant management services, garbage and snow 
removal, and refunds are funded according to previous experience and 
justified need. 

Ml 5S iss IppI The allocation of state funds for operating expenses 

is in four parts. Each college district is allocated a 
general support' site grant (currently $10*000) from the academic program 
appropriation. The remaining academic appropriation is allocated to the 
colleges proportionally according to enrolled fulNtlme state resident day 
students (currently $957/5Cudent) . Each college district receives a 
vocational education site grant (currently $31 j250) from the vocational 
program appropriation, and the remainder of the appropriation is allocated 
according to enrolled full-time state resident vocational day students 
(currently $65/student) ^ The separate appropriation for part-time day 
students and students enrolled in evening courses is allocated to the colleges 
at a $/FTE student rate determined by the number of total credit hours of 
enrollment statewide. (For the summer and fall of 1976, the appropriation 
divided by the total statewide part-time credit hours yielded $109/FTE 
students, and the estimate for the second term and summer of 1977 Is $50/FTE 
sEudent.) 

Ml ssour i = The state allocates funds either at 501 of actual college 

operating eKpenses, or at a set $/credit hour student maslmum 
rate* whichever is the lesser. However, there Is a minimum $/credit hour 
student rate at which funds are allocated if 501 of expenses should not 
equate to at least the minimum rate* The minimum and manimum rates are 
boundaries within which the gOI of expenses function Is used to allocate 
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funds. Rasidant student enrollments are all that may be counted for the 
purpose of apportionment of school funds from the state. The funding rate 
for FY76 IS $20 per credit hour produced In a program approved by the state 
department of higher educaion* 

Montana ^ The state share of operating expenses is computed to equal 

the college general fund plus a percentage of the general fund 
(reported as 9 percent !n 197^)* The allocation is treated as a grant-In- 
aid to the colleges, and the entire biennial appropriation is available 
in one checl< at the begfniHng of the new fiscal period, 
Nebraska - The state appropriation for the support of the colleges is 

to be distributed proportionally to the colleges on the basis 
of the ratio of each college's PTE enrollment to the statewide FTE enroll- 
ment total for the year, Di sbursemehts of the state funds are quarterly, 
and the final June payment is adjusted for estimated vs, actual annual en^ 
ro I Iments , 

The boards of control for the six technical community college areas 
may certify to the county board of equalization of each county within the 
area a mil) levy not to exceed two mills for the purpose of supporting 
operating expenditures of the colleges In the area. An additional mil) levy 
not to exceed one mill may be certified to the county boards for the purpose 
of supporting a capital improvement funds a bond sinking fund, or for re- 
tirement of general obligation bonds. The combined levy for current opera- 
tions and capital improvement, etc. Is limited to a maximum of 2 1/2 mills 
unless prior approval for a larger mill levy Is obtained through a majority 
vote of qualified electors In a millage election. 
Nevada - Allocation of funds for instruction Is on the basis of a 

S/faculty position rate, and Instructional support expenses are 
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funded at a separate $/faculty position rite. Instructional support includes 
(a) nonprofessional staff, (b) operations materials and supplies, (c) in- 
structional equipment, and (d) in-state travel. Administration and general 
expenses functions, and out-of-state travel are each funded at a different 
$/faculty position rate. Student services includes admissions, student 
records, and other student affairs functions. The student services function 
is funded at a $/FTE student rate. Operation and maintenance oF physicsl 
plant is funded at a $/square foot rate for buildings and a $/acre rate for 
grounds maintenance. The function of library services is funded according 
to the state of Washington library formula (see Wash i ngton ) . 
New Hampshire ^ No formula reported. 

New Jersey - State funds are allocated for 50| of college operating 

expenses if the allocation does not exceed an amount which 

equates to the state established maximum $/FTE student rate. The reported 

state funding rate for 1976 was $600/FTE, 

A new funding method including differential funding levels for high 

cost health and engineering technology programs was proposed to this year's 

legislature. No action has been reported on this proposed change. 

New Mexico ^ There is a statutory guarantee of a minimum combined state 

and local funding base of $325 per PTE student. It is reported 

that in actual practice, the appropriated state funds are equal to the 

approved budget amount minus all other sources of income. 

New York - Basic state aid support Is divided Into two categories according 

to the two classifications of colIegeSj "non-full opportunity 
colleges'' and "full opportuhlty colleges." The supplemental state aid is 
the same for' both classifications of colleges. 
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Basic state aid for non=full opportunity colleges is the lesser of 
either 33 1/3 percent of net operating cost after other revenues are de-- 
ductedj or the sum of i $558/FTE, + $29/FTE If students to faculty ratio 
is no less than 17.5 to one, + $29/FTE if no less than 501 of gross cost 
less rentals for space is allocated to 1 and DR, -H $29/FTE If sponsor's 
contribution is no less than 1/2 mill of full valuation of real property 
in the district, + $1 50/f ul 1 -t ime disadvantaged student enrolled if the 
ratio of disadvantaged students to the total number of students is not less 
than the ratio of disadvantaged persons in the district population to the 
total district population, + 33 1/3 percent of the rental cost for space, 

Basic state aid for full opportunity colleges has the same categories 
and provisions as stipulated above, but thm percentages and funding rates 
are Increased as followsi hO percent instead of 33 1/3 percent In each 
case, $670/IFTE instead of $558/FTE, $35/FTE instead of $29/FTE in each 
Instancej and $180 instead of $150 per full time disadvantaged student when 
the cri terion is met. 

The supplemental state aid for both classifications of colleges is 
$I50/FTE student enrolled in technical programs if 1975^76 P.T* and F,T. 
tuition rates are no less than the respective 197^"75 P*T, and F,T, tuition 
rates, and If the 1975"76 sponsor district's total funding contribution or 
contribution per FTE student from the district Is equal to or greater than 
the 1974-75 contribution total or contribution per FTE district student 
respect I vely. 

Total aid for a college Is the basic aid plus the supplemental aid 
for technical programs. 
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North Carolina - The funding allocation for instruction is calculated at 
a $/instructionaI unit rate. The instructional unit 

represonts a teaching position and Is used also to compute two types of 
student measures: budget FTE and "students in membership." The Instruc- 
tional budget FTE and "students In membership" are divided into three 
categories- (a), technical, (b) vocational, and (c) all other than technical 
or vocational. The fractional multipliers used to compute "students in 
membership" for the technical and vocational categories result in 20% more 
funding for technical and 501 more funding for vocational categories where 
the S/"student In membership" rates apply. The functional area of general 
administration Is funded according to line Item object of expenditure, and 
by multiple $/"student In membership" rates. Soma items under general admin- 
istration are funded at either $/posItIon rates or $/college rates. All 
coUege staffing other than the staffing for professional teaching positions, 
fs computed from a detailed staffing rate schedule giving number of positions 
per budget FTE count for all types of administrative and support positions. 
Funding for staff other than Instructional positions is at specified $/staff 
position rates. Funding for all other functions Is by either $/coHege, 
or $/positIon, or $/"student in membership" rates established for each line 
item object of expenditure. State funding for maintenance Is applicable only 
to furniture and equipment provided by the state, and state funding for 
fixed charges and personnel benefits Is only appllcabie to personnel posi- 
tions paid with state funds. The local funds provided through local taxation 
must provide for these expenses^ (a) bonding of college employees, (b) 
auditing local funds, (c) ml 1 1 age and bond elections, (d) legal fees for 
operations and administration, (e) the wages, supplies, and utilities for 
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operation and inaintenanca of the physical plant, (f) the rental of land, 
buildings and equipment^ (g) insurance on the physical plant, and (h) the 
fixed charges, insurance, and personnel benefits for personnel paid with 
local funds* 

The formula rates have effectively changed for the 1975""77 blennium 
by the change in ratio of total curriculum FTE to instructional units. 
Prior to 1975'77 the instructional unit ratio was 22 curriculum FTE per 
instructional unit. The new ratio is 23 to one. 

North Dakota - The state aid is $200 per student in attendance either 

two semesters or three quarters. An additional supplement 
of state aid at the rate of $250 per student in attendance is provided to 
the school district, city or county. If it has a tax levy of not less than 
k mills assigned to support of the Junior college* The county tax levy to 
aid Junior colleges is limited to a maximum of 5 mills in a separate section 
of the statute. The definition of the student in attendance remains un^ 
changed: 12 class hours/wk, for at least 30 days of each semester or quarter* 
An eligibility criterion for receipt of any state aid is that the college 
''maintains an enrollment at all times during all semesters or quarters for 
which payment is made of not less than 100 studentSi" 

Ohio - For 197^'75 the categories for state funding support and the rates 

were General Studies at $6lO/FTE student and Technical at $113^/FTE 
student. For 1975^76 the categories m re expanded to three levels In each 
of the former two classifications. The new funding rates arei General 
Studies 1 at $i|80/FTE, General Studies 11 at $77^/FTE, General Studies III 
at 11257/FTE, Technical 1 at $971/FTE, Technical 11 at $1173/FTE, and 
Technical- 111 at $1886/FTE, 
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Okl ahoma - The allocation for all the state colleges Is determined in the 

budget analysis, requestj and approval process. The total 
education and general expense (E, £ G.) budget for a college is divided into 
three parts: (a) instructional programs, (b) organized research, and (c) 
extension and public service. The instructional programs to be offered are 
identiried, the number of students by level to be enrolled are projectedj and 
the cost per student by level and program Is calculated. The computed costs 
of the instructional programs are aggregated and added to an assigned amount 
for research and an assigned amount for public service to yield the total 
E. £ G, budget. The state allocation is the total minus estimated revenues 
from revolving funds* 

The educational program cost calculations are based upon the estimated 
enrollments by program (30 credit hours ^ one PTE student) , the assigned 
standard PTE students to PTE faculty ratio of 19*^/1 * and a regional average 
9 to 10 month faculty salary amount of $13i600 (for ] 97 5^7 6) ^ The combined 
amounts for research and extension to public service is approximately one 
percent of each respective college's Instructional program portion of the 
budget. 

Five of the six coinniunlty colleges previously funded as locally con- 
trolled institutions have now been brought Into the state system. One 
college remains under the provisions of the old method as amended. Sayre 
Community Junior College is eligible to receive 100 percent of the average 
per PTE allocation of State^appropr iated funds for state Junior colleges In 
the IS?^""??, or $837^78/PTE student if state appropriations are sufficient. 
Oregon ^ The funding method remains as it was In previous years. The 
state funding rates for the 1975""77 biennlum are as follows* 
for 1975-76, the first MOD state resident PTE are funded at $835/FTE, and 
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and the state resident PTE in excess of 1100 FTE are funded at $670/FTE- 
for the first 1100 FTE are funded at $900/FTE, and the FTE In 

excess of 1100 PTE are funded at $725/FTE, 

Pennsylvania The formula for state aid to community colleges is 

payment of one-third of the approved operating costs up- to a 
maximum of $1500/FTE student multiplied times the number of PTE students 
enrolled In "liberal arts" programs plus $150/FTE student multiplied times 
the number of FTE students enrolled In "terminal non=liberal arts" programs. 

Local districts taxing of real property Is allowed for support of the 
colleges up to a maximum of five mills of market value* No minimum local 
tax support is specified as a requirement. 

The capital outlay expenses which have been approved by the state are 
reimbursed at a rate of fifty percent of actual annual college capital ex^ 
penditures. No expenditures relating to estab 1 I shment , construct Ion i or 
operation of dormitories are reimbursable from state funds, 

r 

Rhode Island - There is no reported formula* The state appropriation 

is equal to the approved budget minus projected revenues from 

other sources. 

South Carol i na - The allocation for all programs and functions is provided 

through $/FTE student rates established annually in the 
HEGIS categories for instruction. The total cost for i nstruct ion""both 
direct and Indirect costs«-ls determined annually through a cost analysis 
performed by each collage and submitted to the state. Funding computations 
are based on the $/FTE average cost In three size groupings of colleges. 
The $/PTE funding rates are established according to the cost ratios between 
instructional disciplines. Adjustments are made to actual statewide costs to 
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determine the budget^year funding rates. The adjustment factors are (a) 
change In cost-^of-^Uvlng, (b) equipment amort izat ion, and (c) revenues 
from fees, local taxes > and federal grants. 

The funding rates based upon the state's 197^^75 cost analysis vary 
widely. There are .170 program cost categories which appear on the Cost 
Analysis Report, The program cost per PTE varies from a high of $1913/FTE 
for Commercial Fishing to a low of $367/FTE for Basic Studles/GED, The 
summary indicates an average statewide cost of $8lO/FTE for technical 
programs and an average statewide cost of $473/FTE for continuing education 
programs. Secondary vocational education programs had a statewide average 
cost of $1,445 per contact hour, and community service programs had a cost 
of $1,076 per contact hour. Appropriated state funds are allocated to 
programs and colleges on the same basts and/or In the same proportional 
ratios as the program cost analysis and enrollment projections dictate. 
South Dakota - No reported formula, 

Tennessee ^ Funding for Instruction and research Is provided according 

to a schedule of $/credIt hour rates which are differentiated by 
level of instruction Into 30 discipline categories; 24 academic and six 
technical. The $/credit hour rates vary according to three parameters^ 
HEGIS discipline; state assigned "level," level 1 to level 6; and "term of 
instruction," fall, summer, or special term, There are also separate rates 
For continuing education^ CEU, eligible courses differentiated according to 
HEGIS discipline and term of enrollment; either fall term, or summer term. 
The rates are too numerous to list. There are .263 ra^s listed for credit 
courses and 40 rates listed for continuing education courses. Library ser-- 
vices are funded at seven different $/student credit hour rates plus a 
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i/volume acquisition rate to make up numerical deficiencies in the library 
collection. The student services function is funded at a $/student head 
count rate $105/fall term student)* Operation and maintenance of the 
physical plant is funded at a $/square foot rate (currently $K68/squar€ 
ft The functions of general administration and general institutional 
support are funded at a flat $/college rate plus a percentage of the un-- 
restricted educational, general ^ and student aid funds allocated to each 
institution, A percentage adjustment for inflation Is made on each funding 
cycle for the functions^ (a) instruction and research, (b) library ser- 
vices, (c) student services, and (d) operation and maintenance of plant. 
Nonformula Items funded on the basis of needs Justification are (a) 
organized educational activities (farms, dairies, nurseries) ^ (b) extension 
and public service, (c) staff benefits, (d) remedial education programs, 
and (e) separately budgeted research. 

Texas^ The allocation for all college program functions Is provided 

through $/contract hour rates for Instruction in 18 HEGIS academic - 
and 29 occupational categories. The state board staff conducts periodic 
cost studies for analysts of formula funding rates, A student placement/ 
follow'-up and supply/demand information system is funded under vocational" 
technical education at the state agency level: not a college allocation, 
but provides for a college function. 

The current funding rates are (ct. Hr*= Contact Hours), 
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$/Ct. Nr. 


S/Ct. Hr, 


Voca t i ona 1 ^Techn i ca 1 Program 


1976 


1977 


Agr i cu 1 ture 


$2,09 


$2.23 


Homemak 1 ng 


1 ,20 


I .78 


M i d -Managenien t 


1 ,0^ 


1.12 


Res tau ran t Ma nag erne nt 


2.18 


2.13 


Other Distribution & Marketing 


1 30 


1 39 


Business Data Process i ng 


^.33 


A. 63 


Secretarial & General Business 


1 .53 


1 .62 


Other Office Occupations 


2.57 


2.75 


A 1 r Cond i t Ion I ng 


1 ,ii6 


1 .55 


Air Frame S Power Mechanics 


2. 17 


2 32 


Automot i ve 


1 .5^ 


1 .65 


Fire Protection 


1 .20 


1 . 28 


Law En f orcemen t 


1 .35 


1 .63 


McichlFhe €hop 


2, oil 


2 17 


We 1 d i ng 


1 ,73 


1 .84 


Other Industrial Education 


1.51 


1.61 


Associate Nursing 


2.28 


2 43 


Oenta 1 As^ i s t i no 


1 78 


1 8q 


Den tB 1 Hva i ene 


2, ^0 




Voca tional Nursing 


1 1 ^ 


1 23 


Other Health Occupations 


I .60 


1 .72 


Career P i lot 




4.63 


Drafting £ Design 


1 .80 


1 .92 


E 1 ec t ron i cs 


1 -95 


2.09 


Marine Technology 


4.77 


5.09 


Other Technical Education 


2.51 


2.67 


Related ( Inst . ) 


hill 


1 .51 


Adult Vocational 


1 .09 


1.17 


Adult Apprenticeship 


K23 


1 .32 




$/Ct. Hr. 


S/Ct. Hr. 


General Academic Program 


1976 


1977 


Agriculture S Natural Resources 


$2.33 


$2.54 


Architecture s Environmental Design 


1 .67 


1 .83 


B 1 o 1 og i ca 1 Sc i ences 


1 .22 


1 .34 


Bus iness Management 


1 ,35 


1 .48 


Commun i cat i ons 


2.18 


2.38 


Computer £ Information Sciences 


2.89 


3.16 


Ed uca t ion 


1 .64 


1 .80 


Eng i neer \ ng 


1 .72 


1 .88 


Fine s Applied Arts 


2, 17 


2.37 


Foreign Languages 


1 -87 


2.05 


Health Professions 


1.63 


1 .79 


Home Economics 


1 .65 


1.81 


Letters 


1 .38 


1 .51 


Library Science 


1 .Sk 


2. ?3 


Mathemat Ics 


1 .50 


1 .64 


Physical Sciences 


1 .43 


1.57 


Psychology 


1 .12 


1 .23 


Social Sciences 


1.23 


1.35 
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Utah - No reported formula. Each college budget is negotiated, 
Vermont - No reported formula* 

V I rglnia - The basic budgeting formulas are set forth by the Governor 

through the State Budget Office,^ Funds allocation is a complex 
process involving the use of the formula and negotiations with the legis- 
lature by both state and local official i. 

The major budget guidelines (a guidelines summary and not a formula 
per se) include: (a) a teaching faculty component using the nine month 
average salary ($13,110 for 1974-76) and two teacher/FTE student ratios^ 
1/15 for occupational students and 1/20 for college transfer students; (b) 
an administrative faculty component using the twelve month average salary 
($17,699 for •74-'76) and a position to FTE students ratio of 1/75 FTE; 
(c) a library staffing component consisting of one professional position per 
300 FTE students and two support staff positions per professional; (d) a 
component for permanent nonfaculty personnel excluding off-campus, library, 
physical plant, and instructional ass i stants--one position per 45 FTE 
students; (e) a component for library books including standard maintenance 
and volumes deficiency computations using the Clapp-Jordan formula-^SI 
increase of the actual and/or volumes assessment at $15 per volume for in- 
ventory and deficiency makeup; and (f) additional other considerations for 
" physical plant, continuing education, and other expenses^-a I I based upon 
experience and projected changes in costs due to growth and inflation, 
Washington - Olstrict allocations are based on percentages of the maximum 
support allowed by separate, detailed budget models for each 
of the five system-wide budget categories^ Instruction, Libraries £ Learn- 
ing Resources, Student Services, Plant Maintenance and Operations, and Ad- 
ministration and General Expense, 
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The instruction model is based upon specified staffing ratios for 
each of 1^ separate program classif ications--7 academic and 7 vocational. 
The highest rate—^for health occupat ions^- i s approximately ^.2 times the 
lowest rate^"for education courses. Staff Nng ratios are converted to 
dollar allowances by multiplying the PTE faculty (FTEF) allowed by the 
model times a single average salary/FTEF ($I4,084 average in 1975). The 
model allowance for Instructional support staff Is based on a set of $/FTE 
student rates for the 1^ program classifications. The model allowance for 
nonstaff instruct iqna I support costs Is based on another set of $/FTE 
student rates for the 1^ classifications. 

The Libraries and Learning Resources model is based upon such workload 
measures as FTE students enrolled, volumes cataloged^ and number of faculty 
pos 1 1 ions . 

The Student Services model is based upon a minimum requirement of ten 
student services staff per campus plus additional positions for each 
increment of total headcount enrollments per campus. 

The Administration and General Expense model Is based upon a minimum 
requirement of four administrative staff per campus plus additional posi- 
tions as a function of FTE students enrolled, vouchers processed and staff 
suppor ted , 

The Plant Maintenance and Operatron model Is based upon such workload 
measures as square feet maintained (Janitorial) > acres maintained (grounds 
maintenance) and actual man years of service requfred (police, fire and 
safety). Utility costs are supported at the full $/square foot rate plus 
the percentage' increase necessary to reflect annual changes in building 
maintenance and utilities costs. Trucking cost allowances are based on a 
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percentage of nonstaff support costs for all five program Gategories, 
Plant maintenance administrative costs are based on a percentage of all 
salaries plus trucking costs In plant maintenance and operations. 

Faculty and staff benefits allowed by the model are based upon a 
standard percentage appl led to total salaries allowed by each of the five 
program mode 1 s , 

West Virginia ^ The formula portion of the funding allocation Is only 

for professional and nonprofessional salaries In three 
functional categories^ (a) Instruction and research, (b) library services, 
and (c) administration and institutional support services* Funding for 
Instruction and research professional positions is at a single $/position 
rate, and the nonprofessional support positions In this category are at 
another single $/position rate. One nonprofessional position Is authorized 
for each six professional Instruction and researqh positions. Differen- 
tiation of funding In instruction and research Is achieved through use of 
four FTE students per faculty posirion ratios: (a) foundation level at 17 
FTE per faculty position* (b) undergraduate lower-level health professions, 
health services and paramedical technologies at 12 FTE per faculty position, 
(c) undergraduate lower-level engineering, and mechanical and engineering 
technologies at 15 FTE per faculty position, and (d) all other undergraduate 
lower-level Instruction at 23 FTE per faculty position. Administration and 
institutional support Is funded at either five professional positions or 
a set percentage of the instruction and research salariei amount, whichever 
is the larger. Funding for library professional positions is either three 
positions or one position per 450 FTE students, whichever Is the larger. 
Library professional positions are funded at a single $/position rate, and 
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library nonprofessional support positions are funded at another single 
$/position rate. Nonprofessional library positions are set at either six, 
or two per professional library position^ whlGhever is the larger. The 
remainder of the state allocation Is "nonformula" and depends upon Justi^ 
fication of needs. 

Wi scons in - The state aid formula is described as followsi After the 

statewide operational cost per fulNtfme equivalent student Is 
estimated by the state boardp each college district-s aldable cost (minus 
required student fees) is multiplied by 35lj and this product Is multiplied 
times the district equalfzatlon Index assigned by the State Board. The 
district aidable cost is defined as the anticipated fiscal year cost of 
operating a vocational ^ technical and adult education district. Including 
debt servtcep but excluding all expenditures relating to auxiliary enter-* 
prises, self-support activities, and all expendlturei funded by federal 
revenues* 

In addition to the above aid, the colleges receive $0,40 for each 
student period of 50 minutes or more of actual attendance in driver train^ 
Ing courses approved by the State Board. The Board may^ however, in limited 
instances, choose to provide this aid based upon a minimum of 10 students 
per class period regardless of the number enrolled or actually attending 
lasses. 

The district boards are permitted to levy a tax, not exceeding 1.5 
mills for the purpose of supporting capital and operating expenses of the 
schools in the district. The mill limitation does not apply for taxes 
levied for the purpose of paying principal and Interest on outstanding bonds 
or notes. No minimum required millage levy Is specified* In addition^ 
there Is provision for a 21 entitlement for equalized facility Improve-' 
ment (see 6704; 6) , / 
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Student fees are set according to program type by the State Board, 
Liberal Arts Collegiate Transfer Program enrolees must pay fees based upon 
an amount equal to 25 percent of the board established statewide average 
operational cost of these programs for resident students. Program fees 
for postsecondary programs exclusive of collegiate transfer courses must be 
not less than seven percent of the statewide operational costs per full 
time equivalent student . in these programi. Fees for Vocational-Adult pro= 
grams must average not less than 25 percent of the district costs for these 
programs. 

Wyoming^ - The state requires a minimum local college district funding 

effort per FTE student which Is equal to the sum of a set $/FTE 
student rate, representing tuition, plus an amount equated to a four=mlll 
levy on local taxable property. The local funding combined with the state 
allocation must equate to at least the statutory minimum foundation $/FTE 
student funding rates. The required foundation funding rates vary accord^ 
ing to two rate decision parameters^ (a) the FTE enrollment level of each 
college; and (b) the FTE enrollment in each of two curricular program cate- 
gorieSj academic and vocational. The enrollment levels at which the founda^ 
tlon funding rates change are 500 FTE and 1500 FTE students. The $/FTE 
foundation rate for vocational students is 501 higher than the rate for 
academic students both in colleges of less than 500 FTE students and in 
colleges with greater than 500 FTE, but less than 1500 FTE. The $/FTE rate 
for vocational students is over 50% higher than the rate for academic FTE 
In colleges with more than 1500 FTE. The guaranteed foundation funding for 
colleges of less than 500 FTE students Is from approximately 121 to 171 
higher than for colleges with more than 1500 FTEi the percentage depending 
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Upon the academiG/vocat lonal student mix. The foundation funding rates 
for colleges with more than 500 PTE, but less than 1500 FTE^ are from 
approximately 61 to 111 higher than for colleges with more than 1500 PTE: 
again depending upon the student mix. 
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CHAPTER IV 

A Model For Financial Support Of Community Colleges 
Funding Concepts 

The proposed model for state support of current operating expenses 
is a synthesized process evolving from the literature on community 
college purposes and fmancing, the current funding practices in the 
states, and research conducted by others on college costs and funding 
formulas* From the dominant themes Identified In the llteraturej funding 
criteria were developed which the support process must satisfy. These are* 

1* The state recognizes the community college as one of the primary 
delivery systems for providing publicly supported postsecondary education 
by providing all the public funds required for current operating expenses, 

2, The state recognizes Its responsibility for providing equal 
educational opportunity for all citizens through the community college by 
requiring an open door policy for admissions and by funding the full cost 
of all Instruction regardless of level* 

3. The state recognizes the Importance of maintaining maximum 
sensitivity to community needs in the plannlngj programming, and operation 
of community colleges by delegating both the authority and the responsi- 
bility for college operations to local boards of trustees. 

The state recognizes the advantages and benefits of a long-range, 
coordinated approach to postsecondary education by providing statewide 
coordination of a long-range, comprehensive plan for community colleges 
through a single state agency, 
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5. The state recognizes Its responsibility for supporting with equal 
emphasis all programs designed to implement the goals of community colleges' 
(a) guidance^ counseling, and placement; (b) community services; (c) general 
education; (d) career occupational education; and (e) university parallel 
education; by distributing state funds on the basis of an objective formula, 

6, The state recognizes the public demand for accountability and the 
need for a unified management information system by providing leadership and 
fulNcost funding for the development and implementation of such systems at 
both the statewide level and the institutional level. 

From the survey and analysis of current funding formula practices in 
the states, and from research conducted by others on college costs and fund- 
ing formulas, parameters applicable for differentiation of funding were 
identified. Those relating directly to differences in college operating 
costs include 

1, Number of students enrolled; 

2, Geographical location of campuses; 

3- College status of development in terms of campus 
and curriculum; 

Type of currlcular program and/or distribution of 
instructional discipline enrollments; and 
5, College program functions- (a) Instruction and reiearch, 
(b) extension and public service, (c) library and 
learning resources, (d) student services, (e) administration 
and institutional support, and (f) plant operation and 
maintenance* 



^ 67 
ERIC 



61 



Other funding concepts deemed appropriate for the model are related 
to state agency policy directly affecting college programs and operating 
expenses. The first of these Is a policy on establishment of a con- 
tingency or reserve fund to act as a buffer in times of fluctuating en- 
rollment: to serve as a safeguard against errors in estimating projected 
enrol ImentSp Second Is a policy on establishment of an opportunity grants 
fund to allow discretionary state agency funding Incentives for the follow- 
ing (a) encouragement of efficiency in college management, and (b) encour- 
agement of local initiative in establishing and maintaining special needs 
programs * 

The Process Model 

There are three distinct parts of the funding process model , and each 
part should be an assigned operation of the state agency responsible for 
community colleges. The three parts exhibited in Figure 1 are 

1. The annual cost analysis of operations expenditures for each 
CO 1 1 ege ; 

2. The computation of the legislative appropriation request; and 
3- The computation of each college's allocation of funds. 



Annual 
Cost 
Ana lysis 



Compute 








Appropriation 








Request 




















Compute 






Col 1 ege 




Al locat Ions 



Communi ty Col lege Funding Process Model 



68 



62 



Each part of the process Is related to the other parts, but each is 
a distinct procedure and should not be intermlKed or confused with the 
other process act ivi t les. Each part of the process Involves a set of 
operations performed on a conimon data basei The purpose and design of 
each set of operations, however, should be exclusively a function of the 
objective for each respective part. The proposed objectives are presented 
in the following paragraphs. 
The Annual Cost Analysis 

Object i ve . The cost analysis is for determining the cost of current 
operations for each college and the distribution of expenditures among the 
cost centers within each college* 

The cost analysis should be performed by the state agency staff to 
guarantee uniformity in treatment of data. Each college should provide a 
magnetic computer tape or a packet of punched computer cards containing all 
required data elements for the cost analysis. The data supplied by the 
colleges should be in a standard tape or card format specified by the state 
agency. The computer printed cost analysis reports should be sent to the 
colleges for their information and verification checkSp 

A cost analysis conducted at the state agency level with immediate 
feedback to the colleges would provide a service to the colleges* Centrali- 
zation of this activity maximizes efficiency and accuracy of analysis, and 
in no way infringes upon local autonomy. 

The determination of college cost centers for use in the cost analysis 
is appropriately a decision that must be made by each state based on its 
philosophy and experience. This determination, however, should be linked 
to the parameters used for differentiating funding In the college atlocation 
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part of the pfoceis. The units of measure and the cost centers to which 
they are applied ihould relate directly to college functions, prograniSj 
and purposei. Use of Intermediate or indirectly related measureSj though 
acceptable for appropriation requests, are not acceptable for either cost 
analysis or college funding allocations. 
The Leg i slat !ve Approprlat ion Request 

Object ive . The appropriation request is for communicating in the 
best way possible the monetary needs of the state's community college 
system. 

The communication should be most effective if it is in terms, factSj 
and figures that the individual legislators and their staffs easily under- 
stand. The more traditional, Intermediate or indirectly related measures 
of financial need, where all costs are folded into an ADA or PTE student 
unit, are preferred. 

Data from the cost analysis may be used to produce a statewide needs 
request at any level of aggregation deemed appropriate in a given state. 
The sophistication and desires of a state's legislature should dictate 
the state agency decision on form, format, and detail - 
The College Allocation 

Object i ve . The computation of the funding allocations Is for 
equitable and objective treatment of each college based on Its cost of 
operation and the state's goals and purposes for providing the community 
college level delivery system. 

The allocations should be differentiated In accordance with parameters 
shared with the cost anal ys i s ^part of the process. The funding parameters 
should represent direct measures of activity In the cost centers* The 
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funding units shQuld be directly related to college functionSs programsi 
and purposes.- 

Provisions should be [ncluded In the process to allow supp) ementary 
allocations based on merit for special projects. These allocations would 
be incentive grants for limited periodic one year to three years. 

The Al location Formula Model 

Rat iona 1 e 

The Committee for Economic Development has stated that funding Is 
appropriate if directed toward agreed-upon goals and Is effective if 
consequences essential to achieving the goals are produced. Blocker and 
Bacon have indicated a chief weakness of current funding methods includes 
a lack of realistic support for community services, research and evalua- 
tion actlvitieSj and continuing education and development of faculty, 
LombardI has addressed the question of expectations for expanded functions 
for community colleges — ^communlty services, career education, disadvantaged 
students services, , * , counseling and instructional innovat I ons-=that 
increase the cost of education, and he indicated most of the impetus comes 
from outside; the colleges. Governmental bodies and agencies, private 
organizations and accrediting groups, and other educational Institutions 
effect pressure for the expanded functions. 

While expectations for community colleges to meet their stated goals 
and functions have increased, it has been noted that only a few states have 
dealt erfectivoly with economies of scale, differential costs of alterna- 
tive* programs, or with an equitable allocation of resources In community 
colleges, Very little latitude for allocation of resources by a college is 
possible with funding patterns which encourage the status quo* 
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Three characteristics of most currently used formulas which cause the 
formulas to be detrimental in times of decreasing enrollment were listed 
by Boutwel 1 as follows* 

1. The formulas are linear* they are based upon the 
average cost per student* 

2. Due to the economies of scale associated with large 
collegeSi the formula rates have been adjusted downward, 

3. Differentiation parameters are based upon the enroll- 
ment counts of students at different levels of In** 
struction, but ignore cost differencei among programs 
and/or d i sc ipl i nes , 

Changes in formulas are needed to Include economies of scalej program 
cost differences^ and the operational cost differences between Implement- 
ing new programs and maintaining existing ones. In particular, formulas 
should approximate the downward sloping cost curve. 

The downward sloping cost curve, also referred to as the U-shaped 
average cost curve. Is a generally accepted representation of the cost 
function in economic theory and in the application of economic theory to 
education. The curve represents average cost on the Y axis as a function 
of the level of output X and X^. It repreienti a nonlinear economic rm-^ 
lationship of the exponential form of a general quadratic equation^ 
Y=ax-+bK^cKy+dp Nonlinear forms of economic rel at ionshl ps , 
including the quadraticj can be easily transformed Into a convenient linear 
form and are widely used In econometrics. 

The theoretical formulation of the cost function Is a derivation from 
the production functloni and most of the basic textbooks on economics con*- 
tain a presentation showing the relationihip between the cost function and 
the production function. 
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■A simple form for the cost function is a bevariate 
'relation between total cost and levels of output. 
The total cost function 

112 2 n n 

includes' "C* as total cost and the X*s as quantities 

of different inputs used to produce output, ''Q"* ^ 

The P's are the respective prices of the X inputs*^ 

The production function application has been suggested for education 

in the following fornix 

Q « f (B, Xp X^. . , . X ) 
' A n 

where Q represents educational output, B represents the characteristics of 

the learners, and variables X, through X represent all of the other human 

I n 

and material resources employed to produce the educational outcomes, Pro"" 
duction costs are determined by multiplying the units for each factor used 
in the production process times each respective unit's costi and the sum of 
both fixed and variable costs equals the total cost of production. 

The relationships of fixed costSp variable costs, and the total cost 
of production as production increases are graphically represented by the 
U-shaped cost curve in Figure 3* In the application to education, the units 
of production are represented by indirect measures of output* The analogy 
is made for units of student measure and units of measure for instruction 
to bo the units of production* Education Is what Is produced, but student- 
time units and/or Instruct lon-^t Ime units are used for measures. 



Teh^wei Hu » Econometrics^ An Introductory Analysis (Baltimore^ 
University Park Press, 1973) , pp. 109^1 10. 
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Huj Kaufman, Lee and Stromsdorf er have said, 

If a production process is under the decreasing- 
average-cost condition throughout the relevant 
range of output » it may be more efficient for 
government to operate this process. To prevent 
inadequate use of facilities, where decreasing 
costs are persistent, government should provide 
the product free of charge or charge a price 
equal to marginal c05t*2 

This may be construed to mean that, for education, government should assume 

the full cost for operations occurring In the range of enrollments falling 

under the downward sloping portion of the cost curve* 

Looking again^at the total cost funct ion , 

C = P, X, + P2 X2 + . . . + Pn 
as commonly accepted for econometric applications, a comparison of business- 
Industry versus public education operational rules are in order. In most 
empirical bus i ness- i ndustry cost-function studies, variables for input 

□rices P, P , . . . P are not Included In the model. The theoretical 

■ 1 2 n 

argument for this omission is that if the market is competitive, then the 
price of any given input is equal for all firms; and the Input-price variables 
can be deleted. In the case of public colleges, the theory of the firm would 
not hold true. The market is not competitive, but is Instead restrained by 
the regulations, policies, and funding rates established by the state* 
The input-price variables for the model would be different from college to 
college and, thereforej must be included. 



^Teh-wei Hu, Jacob J. Kaufman, Maw Lin Lee, & Ernst W. Stromsdorf er , 
"The Theory of Publ Ic ''Expend itures for Education," Education and the 
Economics of Human Capital (New Yorki McMillan Co,, Free Press Div., 1971) 

p/ 93V 
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To achieve equity In the allocation of state funds among community 
colleges in a state, the allocation formula should relate directly to the 
cost of operating the individual colleges. The allocation formula should 
represent a mathematical model for a function which is analogous to the 
cost function, 

C = P, X, + P2 + . . . + 

and the production functionj 

Q = f (X,. X5, . . . X ). 

I *- n 

The Model 

College costs include distinct elements which may be represented 
as program cost centers: each PX element of the traditional cost function. 
Each PX element of the traditional cost function represents the price P and 
the X quantity input for a cost center. Recognition of each of these 
elements by including them in the allocation formula attests to the equal 
hnportance of each In the community college delivery system, and maximizes 
equity in Funding* 

Replacing total cost C with the total allocation T, and replacing 

each PX cost element with a funding rate R times a program unit measure 

for the production of a service S, an allocation model may be eKpressed 

T = R, S + R^ + . . , + R„ S_ 
1 1 2 2 n n 

For ^'n" number of program functions. 

The program functions Identified In the literature, In research on 
community college costs, and in the current funding practices of the 
states are 

1. instructions-credit and noncredlt; 

2. GHtension and public service programs In continuing 
education and community servtces; 
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3. student services; 

k. library and learning resources; 

5, administration and general institutional support; and 

6. operation and maintenance of the physical plant. 

If an element is added to take care of special projects not readily 
classified under the other programs, the allocation model becomes 
T « R, S, + R2 S2 + R3 S3 + \ . . 



where 



R S = the amount for credit and noncredit instruct (on in 
' the HEGIS discipl ines; 

R S ^ the amount for extension and public service programs 



2 2 



in continuing education and community services; 



R S ^ the amount for student services; 
3 3 

^ the amount for library and learning resources; 

Rp ^ the amount for administration and general 
institutional support; 

Rg Sg - the amount for operation and maintenance of the 
physical plant; and 

R^ ^ the amount for special projects* 

In the case where a state provides for the full cost of operating its 
community colleges, the single rate R and the single unit measure S for each 
element could appropriately be used as indicated in the simple summation 
equation For the seven program elements. 

If, however, the state does not provide the funding for the full cost 
of operations for each college, and the individual colleges have developed 
under conditions of self-determination with respect to curriculum and campus 
planning, expansion of certain R S elements and inclusion of specific ele- 
ment adjustment factors would be necessary In order to meet the objective of 
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equitable funding. The differential funding paranieters relating to coHege 
status of development, geographical locations college %\zm and structure, 
and curricular program profile must be Included. 

Expansion of . The direct cost of instruct iori--^facul ty salaries 

and fringe benef I ts-^-have been documented to be the largest element of 
cost incurred in college operations. Research has also ihown the cost of 
providing instruction varies among the dlscfplines used to categorize 
curricula. If represents the units of service produced in Instruction 
and R| represents a funding rate for all Instruction, Sj as the instruc- 
tional funding element may be differentiated into the units of service 
produced (s) In each Instructional discipline and the corresponding funding 
rate (r) required for each discipline. 

m 

Ri S, - r, s, r^ s^ + , , . r s = \ (r s ) 

11 11 2 2 mm ^ o d 

d ^ I 

for "iii" number of disciplines id). 

The direct measure for Instruction Is the contact hour* The contact 
hour of instruction represents teacher and students In an instructional 
process for a period of time. The credit hour is computed from the number 
of contact hours of instruction and may be used as an alternate measure 
of Instructional service. If the credit hour is used In the formula, It 
should have a clearly defined credit hour equivalent for noncredlt instruc- 
tion which does not penalize the funding for noncredit courses. The FTE 
studGnC and the instructional position are not considered to be direct 
measures of ! ns t ruct inna I activity and, therefore, are not recommended, 
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Further expansion of the instructional element of the model to 

include the Indirect costs of instruction and adjustnient factors for 

direct cost variations between colleges is necessary* The forty to 

sixty percent of total college expenditures attributed to this function 

dictates a necessity for finely detailed discrimination factors in this 

funding element. The following adjustment factors are considered* 

Fj^ an adjustment factor for high incidence of faculty 
with high years of 'teaching service; 

F^ ^ an adjustment factor to encourage maintenance of 
marginal class size; and 

F^'^^ an adjustment factor to encourage maintenance of 
marginal teacher contact hour loads* 

The funding for instructional support="the indirect cost of instruction" 

may be either a single fate based on an average cost per hour or a set 

of rates dependent upon disciplines as is the case with the direct 

instructional costs. 

The allocation^ Rj Sp for credit and noncredit instruction in the 

HEGIS disciplines is expressed in the final form as 



R, S, = 




d = I 



where 



Coll. Median Teacher Yrs, 
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d ^ 1 , d = 2, . . . d ^ m; are al 1 the HE&I^S diseiplinas 

' ^ direct cost funding rates for 

^ the HEGIS discipi ines (d) 

S|i s^, s , ^ instructional hours produced in 

^ ^ the HEGIS disciplines (d) 

r^ * the funding rate for all Instructional support 

^ the total instruct loni I hours in all disciplines 

The value ranges of Fj , F^i and are limited by the absolute value 

part of each function and, thereforej limit the range of values for the 

multiplier (1 + Fj + + Fj) as follows: 

0 ^ Fj ^ 0. 1 , 0 ^ F^ ^ 0 J , 0 ^ Fj ^ 0. 1 , and I (1 + Fj + F2 + Fg) ^ h 
With the lowest possible values of Fp F^^ and F^ being zero and the 
highest possible values set at one tenthj the lowest value of the adjust" 
ment factor multiplier would be one, and the highest value of the multi- 
plier would be one and three tenths. No college would be penalized for 
having lower median values for teacher years of service, class sizej or 
toaGher contact hourSj but a funding Incentive would exist to encourage 
median class sizes and median teacher contact hour loads above the 
statewide (S.W.) median values. Older colleges with large numbers of 
facultV having high years of service would have their funding enriched 
based upon their median years of service being higher than the S,W, 
median years of teaching service. Any tendency for colleges to employ 
toachors with high years of service In order to profiteer would be 
sel f" I imi t ing. A state need only adjust the divisor--the number 20 
In each F Tunct ion-^upward or downward tn order to set the maximum 
pcjji^iblg values desired for Fj, Fg, and Fj, 
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Expansion of S^ . The amount for this element In the model Is 
the sum of the continuing education units (CE.U.^s) produced by a 
college multiplied times the state funding rate for C,E,U,'Ss plus the 
amount generated at a contact hour rate for other community services 
activities. The C.E.U. Is defined as 10 contact hours of noncredlt 
educational activity* 




where i 

r_ - C.E*U. funding rate; and r community service 
® fund ing rate. 

Explanation of S^ . The amount; for student services is a function 

of the number of Individual students enrolled in a college. Student 

services are client oriented activities provided for real persons during 

finite periods of time. Many of the client services needed by the 

individual are equally needed by both part-time and fulHtime students. 

Functions shared with community serv i ces-^counsa 1 i ng for eKample-=are 

more equitably ;^unded on a per person or per contact hour basis. 

I ■ 
Therefore i 

« a $/capita student rate based on cost analysis; 

- the total student head count of students served; and 

need not be further expanded* 

Explanat ion of R/ ^ S^^. The amount for library and learning resources 

is a function of total students enrolled and the total number of teaching 

faculty. The funding should relate directly to the number of 
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individuals served, but accounting for services rendered is not an 
economically feasible endeavor. Therefore, an approKimat Ion based 
upon use by the total student body and the faculty should be derived, 
A statewide per capita student rate is recommended for use as follows 

( Capitp Student ) (Total Student Headcount) 
Expans ion of ^ The costs of administration and general 

institutional expenses in a college may be considered dependent upon two 
major factors: (a) the decision to have a college or not to have one, 
and (b) the organization and structure for operating the college and 
providing support services. The decision to have a college exist 
dictates that certain administrative and support functions must be 
provided. The model should Include a block grant amount sufficient to 
establish and maintain the first and second levels of administration 
for all college functions. In the case of multi-campus colleges, the 
third level of administration should be included. Funding at a 
S/campus rate (r^) for this purpose could guarantee equity In supporting 
the costs that are Immediately present after the decision Is made to * 
provide a college or an additional carnpus. The remainder of adminls^ 
trative eKpenses and general Institutional support should be funded 
based upon units of service provided to students. The suggested unit 
of measure recommended for the model is the student head count per year^ 
an approximation related to student-years of service provided. The 
state should set an administrative and Institutional support funding 
rate (r ) based upon cost analysis data* The element Rp thus becomes 
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RS-*rs+rs 
5 5 s s a a 

R S % s , Number of . g Annual , 

5 5 (campus^ ^ Campuses ^ ^ Lapi ta ^ ^ Student ^ 

Student Headcount 

EKPans ion of R, S A college's fixed costs for the operation and 

- — ^fr 

maintenance of the physical plant may be dependent to a large degree upon 
factors and decisions external to the local management of an institution. 
Certain current costs are dependent upon capital construction decisions 
made prior to a current year of operation, and upon utility rate decisions 
made by others. Local college management may only decide whether to use 
and/or maintain a facility, and decide what personnel positions are re- 
quired. Under full state support, the state should shoulder the responsi- 
bility for the cost of operation and maintenance of its capital investment. 

Considering that a state's colleges may be served by different utility 
companies, that the type of facMity construction and age of facilities 
affects cost of providing services; the funding for plant operation and 
maintenance should be based on campus facility factors. The model element 



R S becomes 
6 6 



R, S = (r s ) (F ) + (r s ) (F ) where 
66 pp "> oo 5 

r m the state funding rate in $/square foot for 
P physical plant and ground maintenance; 

the state funding rate in $/,square foot for 
physical plant operations; 

the total square footage area of permanent 



'"o = 



s = 



P college facilities maintained; 



^o " 



the total square footage area of both rented 
and permanent college facilities used; 



1 + (1- S.W. Average Cost of Plant Ma tnt . /sq . f t ■ l 

Col lege Avg. Cost of Plant Ma i nt . /sq . f t . 

S.W. Avg. Cost of Plant Operat ions/sq . f t . , 

' * ^ Colleqa Avg. Cost of Plant Oper. /sq.ft. 
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The value ranqes of F and F are limited to positive values only: 

^ 5 

that is, only the values above zero would apply. If the statewide (S.W.) 
average cost per square foot is two times the individual college's average 
cost per square foot, the value of either or Fg would be 1*8. As the 
average college cost per square foot increases beyond ten times the S.V/. 
average costj the maximum value of F^^ or Fg approaches the limit of 2.0. 
Therefore: 0 £ F^ ^ 2 and 0 £ Fg S 2. 

Explanation of S-^ . The special grants element of the model 

should be used to fund the costs for statewide projects Initiated at the state 
agency level and meritorious projects proposed for Initiation by individual 
colleges or consortia. The state should use Incentive grants for inltla-- 
tion and Implementation of statewide proJeets==a statewide change to a new 
management information system for example^'^and for continued funding during 
a limited period of adoption and adjustment. Incentive grants based upon 
enrollment measures could be used to encourage colleges to Improve the per^ 
centacjes of minority or disadvantaged student enrol ImentSi 

The availability of opportunity grants should encourage local Initiative 
in proposing projects and programs designed specifically to meet identified 
local needs. The higher start-'up costs related to new program initiation 
could be funded through the opportunity grants mechanism, and continued 
funding after an appropriate Implementation period would become a part of 
the cost analysis related process. 

The model element is left In the R S form representing funding rate 
times units of service to encourage projection of cost analyses on special 
grants projects. Some estimate of units of service and the relationship of 
service provided versus total cost should be required* Funding shoul,d 
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follow the same pattern. 

= Incentive Grants + Opportunity Grants 

The final form of the allocation model is exhibited In Figure 2. 
Allocation Rate Determinations 

The statewide average costs for each of the elements In the formula: 

T = R, s, + =2 h h ''hh'' h h ''hh'' b ^7 

should be calculated In the cost analysis phase of the, process. The fund- 
ing rates for each factor should be calculated from the statewide average 
costs for the respective factors. The total state allocation minus the 
funding for special projects is 

T - R^ « + + . • • + Sg. 

The resulting value for T - R^ is the sum of a set of linear equations 
of severable variables which contribute to the overall cost of operation 
of the college, of the state. The sum of the several independent linear 
functions tends toward the total cost per unit curve recognized by some 
authorities as "the downward sloping cost curve." In Figure 3, the cost 
curve represented by a graf^h of dollar co.t per unit versus a unit measure 
such as FTE students tends to fit the image of a quadratic equation of the 



forms 



or 



where 



a + bX - cXY - mY + n * 0 



a - bXY + c = o 



and 



X * the composite independent variable representing 
a unit measure like FTE students, 

y ^ the dependent variable representing S/unIt 



,,qM li^M^ ii^H, Mni" and ''n" are coefficients dictated by 
the conditions in a specific state. 
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Figure 2 
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Figura 2 continued 
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s - number of campus sites ' % 

s 1 

r ^ funding per capita student for admihistrative services 
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Figure 3 
Statewide Average Cost Curve 
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The statewide cost per unit of measure and, therefore, the statewide 
total allocation computation should incorporate the quadratic function 
fitting the curve for statewide average costs for all colleges. An attempt 
to oversimplify the functional relationship to a linear relationship of the 
form 

Y - m X + b 

where 

Y ^ dollar costs per unit 

K ^ a unit measure like FTE students, 

m 

and 

"m" and "b" are constants, for a single year, can only Tesult in 
repeated exceptions to funding formula provisions when col lege needs can' 
not be met. 

The total state.al locat !on requested in the legislative appropriation 
request process should relate to the more accurate representation of cost 
variance that can be depicted through annual analysis as a quadratic 
equation curve. Each individual state can determine the values of the co- 
efricients for the equation and can make its own best determinations about 
inclusion or deduction of factors such as (a) student fees, (b) federal 
funds, (c) equipment amortization, and (d) cost of living adjustments. 
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Chapter V ^ 
The Future 

The level of financial support for higher education has been reported 
by almost all observers as Inadequate slnee the early 1970- s. In a number 
of states this lack of adequate support has appnad to community colleges 
and senior colleges alike; in other states^ however, there has been a more fa» 
vorable attitude and resultingly more positive support for the community 
colleges than for other levels of higher education* The contnunity colleges 
are affected, however, by the attitudes toward higher education which are 
generally held In a state. 

It Is an anomaly, perhaps, that after struggling for 50 years to be- 
come an accepted member of "higher" rather than "secondary" education, the 
community colleges now find themselves accepted as a part of the level of 
education For which the public has the most serious questions* 

Limits on Enrollment 

The dominant themes Identified in the community college literature and 
the funding criteria developed therefrom provide a basis for the sound ex- 
pansion of educational opportunity at this period in the twentieth century. 
The commitment on the part of the legislatures Is not so clear, however. 
State after state has experienced pressures to IFmIt enrollments by one 
method or another* These may be described as followsi 
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Limitations on program_s . This Is often accomplished through 
requiring state ageriGy approvals or by the legislature specl'" 
fying that certain programs will be excluded from state sup- 
port. 

Financial caps on funds made avaijabje . This is accomplished by 
appropriating a specifiigd amount which is not corrected In sub- 
sequent sessions thereby throwing any additional support for 
students back to the local institution* 

Legislative limits placed on^ nujiibgr of students who may be 
supported . This Is accomplished by a simple statute or by 
limiting increase to a set percentage of existing enrollment, 

k . Legislative limits placed^n functions which may be supported. 
This is accompJ ished by excluding or limiting part time enroll- 
mentSj or noncredit course enrol ImentSj by limiting the age 
groups who may be supported^ or limiting the time of day for 
which FIE may be reported. 

The future - Even though more current writers in the community college 
field are giving heavy emphasis to "community based community services," the 
support patterns for these programs and courses will continue to lag. Com= 
munity college services will be limited by the available financial support ^ 
provided from the state legislatures and/or local sponsoring agencies; many 
services will be curtailed even though there is identified need for them. 



Increased State Support 

Historically, community colleges have had a strong local orientation^ 
though the trend for financial support has been toward more support from 
state sources. The use of local proper' 7 ta^es as a major source of sup- 
port has decreased for many reasons which jre not associated with community 
college philosophy at all. The concern for equal i 2 1 ng opportun i ty for all 
citizens within a state has been a major factor in moving to state-level support. 
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An emphasis upon statewide planning has resulted in statewide responsibility 
instead of local respdnsibi 1 i ty. 

The future . There will be, unless current trends are reversed, an in- 
crease in the amount of state support for community colleges with an accompany 
ing decrease in the amount of local support. The effects this action will have 
upon the governance structure will vary from state to state* Some states wi 1 1 , 
like Florida, maintain a strong local control; other states will move to more 
state domination, not because of state support necessarily, but because of the 
state leadership's desire to eKerclse more direct influence upon total expendi- 
ture and operational policies of the institution. Increased state support will 
provide a rationale for Intended action which would likely be accomplished In 
any case, 

Accountabi 1 i ty 

The continuing emphasis upon accountability measures has been a specific 
product of the trends In planning at the state level. The need to measure 
outcomes, to compare them with inputs, to compute cost efficiency and/or cost 
effectiveness, to evaluate the effect of alternative act lons^-these represent 
the attitudes and expectations of those who allocate funds whether they come 
from local or state sources. The potentials of the computer enable college 
administrators to analyze Information in ways that were previously too time 
consuming to be practical This provides a sound basis for selecting alterna- 
tive actions In a variety of situations* 

The future. There will be increases emphases upon accountability and 
the measurement of outcomes. Although currently Management Information Systems 
(mis) definitions are vague In most states, the need for comparable information 
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will tend to force some commonaUtles in definition. Simulation will be 
used more and more often at state as well as institutional levels. The use 
of common MIS definitions will permit comparisons which will be misinterpreted 
and even misused unless there Is an adequate understanding of community college 
programs and operations, 

Sources^of Support 

As has been noted there will be an increasing shift from local to state 
support for community colleges. Another trad 1 1 ion , that of maintaining no 
or at least low tutitlon for students attending these i ns t i tut i ons * Is re^ 
ceiving serious examination. The tendency to increase tuition at least In 
line with increasing costs Is almost universal. In only a very few in* 
stances have the community colleges actually been able to reduce the portion 
of total costs that students provide by any appreciable amount. The range 
between a low of 51 up to almost ^Ol of the current operating eKpenditures 
has been typical In most states for many years. Only one state^ California, 
has even attempted to maintain a semblance of -'free'' tu 1 1 1 on^ = Hawa 1 I j Oregonj 
and Puerto Rico also report, however, no Income for current operation from 
this source (See Table 1, Appendix A)* Lombard! refers to the no-tultlon 
or lov^/^tu 1 1 ion philosophy as a myth. Terhune recently noted that Increasing 
tuition had more deleterious Influence upon the attendance of part time minority 
students than upon the enrollment of the full time enrol lees. Studies by several 
major organizations have recommended Increased student tuition. This variety 
of positions results in a confused picture of the probable r;-.^^. 

The future . It Is safe to predicts however, that tu Ui.-' ^ :ot likely 
to be eliminated within a foreseeable future. Several stc''C& ^ placed ceilings 
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upon the funds which may come from this source. Student financial aid programs 
will continue to receive a great amount of attention and the availability of 
money for low cost student loans will continue to be Important. Tuition will 
continue to increase as costs increase but at a slcwer rate. 

Cost Based Support Formula 

This report indicates that sixteen states have based thefr support formulas 
upon some type of cost based analysis. These vary a great deal. Even several 
of the states which were otherwise classified indicated some form of differen- 
tial support which was related to costs. The technique for arriving at realistic 
costs and then for applying this information In some type of support formula 
IS not always well developed. The availability of computers for analysis^ 
for simulation^ for other computations make this methodology possible, however, 
for the first time in these recent years. 

The future . Increasingly the state- level agencies will require a common 
data base which can be used in developing cost analysis. Support programs will 
allocate funds to Institutions based upon the relative proportions of their 
program as compared with' relative costs. The incentive to emphasize the less 
expensive programs wil 1 be removed, thereby permitting the I nd i v I dua 1 colleges 
to develop more occupational programs needed by their own communities. Other 
services will also be Included In these cost analyses. 

Co 1 I ec 1 1 ve Barga i n I ng 

An Increasing number of states have provided a legal basis for collective 
bargaining. While in most in?tances the students have no designated or specific 
part to play in this process, there have been eKpressions of student interests 
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and concerns especially when services are withheld or are considered for 
withholding. The current practice of institutional bargaining has been 
modified in one or two states where bargaining was carried out at the state 
level. The Implications these procedures have for student input as well as the 
anomalous position of the institutional administration clouds the issues as the 
contracts affect institutional budgets and the allocation of resources within 
those budgets. 

The future . The picture Is unclear. Collective bargaining as a procedure 
will likely increase In Its effect upon a number of institutional budgets. The 
restrictions thus placed upon the Institutional decisions relative to allocating 
resources will become an important factor in determining eKpenditures but not 
necessarily equally Important in developing support formula allocations. This 
dichotomy may become unacceptable and definite relationships between allocating 
funds to an Institution and the expenditures of these funds will require in- 
creasing state^ level influences over budget eKpenditures, an indirect but specific 
result of collective bargaining. 

Summary 

These comments about the future are speculation. They are basedi of coursej 
upon the discernable trends one may Identifyi In the current situation. Whether 
or not they develop as described herein will be dependent upon factors which 
cannot be clearly identified at this writing. It appears that: 
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There will be limits placed on total enrollments within the 
irnmediate future. 

There will be increased state support accompanied by decreased 
local support. 

There will be increased provision for accountabi U ty as a re- 
quirement. This will result in a more completely developed 
Management Information System. 

Student tuition will not be decreased or eliminated. 

The use of cost based support formula will increase. 

Collective bargaining procedures will cause more state 
imposed restrictions on Institutional expenditures. 
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APPENDIX A 

1975-76 Statistics 
197^-75 Statistics 
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TABLE I 



Support 


for Current 


Operat Ions 


in States 


Reporting 


1975-76 






Sources of 


Funds (In thousands of dollars) 






STATE 


FEDERAL 
FUNDS 


STATE 
APPRO- 
PRIATIONS 


1 nr A i 
LULAL 

DIST, 
TAX 


• 

1 U 1 1 1 UIM 

5 FEES 


G 1 FTS £ 

OTHER 


TOTAL 


Ala bama 




21 ,^65 




8,360 


7 478 


44,795 


Alaska 




7,^00 




1 ,494 


497 


9,391 


Ar I zona 


C R 

592 


29 ,61 0 


^ ^ tip 
33 J 15 




4 1 7fi 




Arkansas 




7,106 




1 1 r% p 

1 ,305 




q 111 


Co 1 orado 
State 
Loca 1 


1 ,010 
III 


20,028 
^p073 


3, lbs 


5,312 




26,350 
9 051 


Connect I cut 


0 h'7'3 
t i ^Ji 


21 ,03^ 




2,955 


21 


26 443 


Ob 1 awa re 


1 EH 


9,605 




7H3 




10,698 


Florida 


11 cnn 
1 1 , pUU 


1 52,834 




Hgt972 




214 910 


Geo rg i a 




ZO , 2qu 




Q , JQQ 


198 


27 467 


Hawa 1 i 


li 1 "3 1 


1 / ,4/o 






665 


22 074 


1 1 1 I no 1 s 




80,600 


T Q £ rs 

7«jo29 


37,5// 


9.21 7 


210,878 






3p023 


76 


1 ,943 


481 


5,880 


1 owa 


1 ii oon 


35,812 


6,955 


1*4,301 


2 181 


74 520 


Kansas 


pbU 


9,681 


18,11 1 


i*,62it 




12 975 


Kentucky 


1 f 7/7 


7,212 








\% 481 


Maryl and 


11.535 


37,585 


28,7^*8 


25,73A 


1,908 


105,510 


M 1 nnesota 


3,373 


24,276 




8,0'»0 


245 


35, as'* 


Miss issippi 


^,839 


26,944 


7,571 


6,750 


1,896 


i<8,000 


M i ssour i 


6,000® 


18,008 


25,200® 


12,000^ 




60,000- 



NOTES : 

a - Tuition and Fees are returned to the state general fund, 
e - Estimated, 

(A few states have submitted 1974-75 statistics. Compare Table V with 
this table to fill In several gaps) 
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TABLE I (continued) 
Support For Current Operations in States Reporting 1975-76 
Sources of Funds (in thousands of dollars) 
STATE FEDERAL STATE LOCAL TUITION GIFTS & TOTAL 



- - 


FUNDS 


APPRO- 
PRIATIONS 


" OlST. 
TAX 


6 FEES 


SOURCES 




New Jersey 




31,8)3 


39,303 


26,459 


4,980^ 


102,556 


New Mexico 


353 


2,282 


2,259 


2.274 


197 


7,366 


New York 




83,204 


68,711 


65.031 


9,552= 


226,498 


North Dakota 


No Funds or tax 


information submitted 


on Survey 


Form 


Ohio 


— 


23,082 


23,000® 


23,000* 


— 


69,0826 


Okl ahoma 


-0- 


17,309 


2,965 


4,367 


1,1 79 


25,8)9 


Oregon 


905^ 


32,042 






— 


32,947® 


Pennsyl van ia 


3,500 


28,890 


20,390 


26.420^ 


4,520^ 


83,620 


Rhode Island 


231 


9,047 




2,183 


1 ,269 


)2,73) 


S. Carol Ins 


8,99^ 


24,674 


3,510 


7,583 


3,156 


47,918 


Tennessee 


806 


15,997 




4,247 


2,375 


23,435 


Utah 


53^ 


10,599 




2,600 


710 


14,444 


Wash i ngton 


15,857 


101 ,627 




(Combined = 


14,478) 


131 ,962 


W, Virginia 




4,265 




1,970 


221 


6,900 


Wisconsin 


9,^90 


30,191 


63,895 


13.055 




1 16,630 


Wyom i ng 




20,30) 


8,980 


4,003 


782 


34,065 


Puerto Rico 


105 


16,505 








16,660 


NOTES : 

b - "Federal Funds 


" are included with 


•'Gifts £ Other Sources 


1 i 



c - Includes "Federal Funds.'- 
d ^ Includes some federal funds, 
e - Est f ma ted. 
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TABLE I I 

Support for Cap i tal Out I ay in States Reporting 1975^76 
Sources of Funds (in thousands of dollars) 



STATE 



FEDERAL 
FUNDS 



A I abama 

A1 aska 

Ar 1 zona 

Arkansas 

Col orado 
State 
Loca 1 



83 



-0- 



8 



Connecticut 

Delaware k'iS 

Florldp 

Hawa i I 

Illinois 

Indiana 25m 
I owa 

Kentucky 
Maryland — 

Minnesota 

Ml ss i ss i pp i I , 000 

Missouri 

NOTE : 

e » Estimated. 



STATE 
APPRO- 
PRIATIONS 



LOCAL 
DiST. 
TAX 



TUITION 

S FEES 



5,m 

670 
7,209 



Z,kOB 
467 -0- 



763 

125 98 
888 

8,901 

30,75^1 
18,^429 

35,250 20,000* 

913 

8,561 

11,200 

10,519 10,519 
-0-- 

it, 000 

-0- 



1*8 



350 



GIFTS 6 

OTHER 
SOURCES 



TOTAL 



5,961 



262 



50 



670 
15,660 
k67 



763 

280 



1 ,0i»3 



8,901 
2,903 
30, 75'* 
I8,it29 
55,250* 
1 .^29 
8,561 
1 1 ,200 
21 ,038 

S.itOO 



101 



93 

TABLE 1 1 (cont inued) 
Support for Capi tal Outlay in States Reporting 1975^76 
Sources of Funds (in thousands of dollars) 



STATE 


FEDERAL 
FUNDS 


STATE 
APPRO- 
PR I RAT IONS 


LOCAL 
DIST. 
TAX 


TUITION 

fi FEES 


GIFTS £ 

OTHER 
SOURCES 


TOTAL 


New York 




53,668 


53,668 






107,336 


Oh lo 




)7,7II 








17,711 


Oklahofna 




6,826 


ko 


-0- 


li*6 


7,012 


Oregon 




12,000^ 








12,000 


Pennsy 1 van i a 




10, 100 


10, 100 


-0- 




20,200 


phoda Island 




3,650 








3,650 


S. Carol Ina 


3,706 


^,kk] 


2,k7Z 






11 .758 


Tennessee 












SJ^tO 


Utah 




\k,m 








]h,k&B 


Wash i ng ton 




29,000 




(comb i ned 


= 2,000) 


31 ,000 


Wi scons 1 n 


1 ,950 


^,322 


li»,969 






21 ,2'<0 


Wyom i ng 




8,1273 


9,178 






17,305 


Puerto Rico 




791 


5^2 






1 ,333 



NOTES : 

' f .m This is a 1975^76 biennial appropriation. 

g ^ This appropriation was labeled •'Mineral Royalties," 
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TABLE I I I 
1975-76 

State Appropriations for Public Comflun I ty/Jun ior Colleges 
(in thousands of dollars) 



STATE 


CURRENT OPERATIONS 


CAPITAL OUTLAY 


TOTAL 


A) abama 


21 ,m 


5,'t'j3 


26,908 


Alaska 


7, '(00 


670 


8,070 


Ar 1 zona 


29,610 


7,209 


36,819 


Arkansas 


9,113 


-0- 


9,113 


Col oraclo 
State 
Local 


'♦,073 

oh 1 n 1 
s 1 U 1 


126 




Connec t i cu t 


1 1 jUj4 


S on 1 
0 s3U I 


OQ QIC 


De 1 awa re 






1 z j upy 


F 1 or i da 








Georg 1 a 


20, 2oO 


-0- 




Hawa i I 


17,278 


18, '♦29 


35,707 


II II no i s 


80,560 


35,250 


115, 810 


1 nd 1 ana 


3,023 


913 


3,936 


1 owa 


35.812 


-0- 


35,812 


Kansas 


9,68; 


-0- 


9,681 


Kentucky 


7,212 


] ] »200 


]B,k]Z 


Mary 1 and 


37,535 


10,519 




Mlnnasota 


35,93't 


-0- 


35,93'* 


Ml ss i 5s ippi 


26,9'»'4 


-0- 


26,9'*'* 
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TABLE I I I (cont i nued) 
1975-76 , 

State Appropriations for Public Commun I ty/Jun ior Colleges 
(in tliousands of dollars) 

STATE CURRENT OPEf^ATIONS CAPITAL OUTLAY TOTAL 



18,008 -0- 18.008 

31.813 -0- 31,813 

2,282 -0- 2,282 

83,204 53,668 136.872 

23,082 17,711 '•0.793 

17,309 6,826 24,135 

32 042 12,000 44,042 

(biennial '75-77) 

28,890 10,100 38,990 

q,047 3.650 12,697 

24,674 4,441 29,115 

15,997 3,540 ' 19,537 

\kk,0h2 -0- 144,042 

Utah 10,599 I^.'tfiS 25,067 

101,627 29,000 130,627 

4,265 -0- '♦.265 

30,191 ^.322 34,513 

20,301 8,127 28,428 

16,505 542 17,047 



M i ssour i 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New Yorl< 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

Pennsy 1 van ia 
Rhode Island 
S. Carol i na 

Tennessee 
Texas 



Wash i ng ton 
W, Virginia 
Wi scons in 
Wyomi ng 
Puerto Rico 



104 



96 



TABLE IV 
Percentage of Tax Support 
Reportad for Financing Community Colleges 
1975-76 



STATE 



STATE GENERAL 
REVENUE FUND 



LOCAL AD VALOREM 
PROPERTY TAXES 



Flor Ida 



62 (current oper* 

plus cap, outlay) 

71 



Georg 1 a^'-Not I of total Income 



1 1 1 1 no 1 s 


38 


37 


Iowa 






Kansas 


29.4 


54.9 


Ken tucky 


100 




Maryland 


39 


32 


Minnesota 


100 





OTHER 
SOURCES 



A I a 5 ka 


100 






Ar ! zona 


^3 






Arkansas 


73 


12 




Ca 1 i forn ia { 


'74T-75) 43 


51 


6 


Colorado 

State 
Loca 1 


76.7 


35 




Connect icut 


100 






Delaware 


100 







returned to 
State Gen"- 
eral fund 

Student fees 
returned to 
State Gen- 
eral fund 

12.4 (current 

oper. plus 
--0- cap, outlay) 

69 (361 Sales Ta> 
331 Income 
Tax of State 
Approp , ) 
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TABLE IV (continued) 
Percentage of Tax Support 
Reported for Financing Community Colleges 
1975-76 



STATE STATE GENERAL LOCAL AD VALOREM OTHER 

REVENUE FUND PROPERTY TAXES SOURCES 

Mississippi 55 16 

Missouri 31 ^2 

New Hex I co 31 31 

New York 1 50 ^9 (bonds) 

N. Carolina 2k — 76 (Sales S 

Income Tax) 

N. Dakota 97 (197^-75) 3 (197^-75) 

Ohio 33 (est.) 33 (est,) 

Oklahoma 88.6 11 0.^ 

Oregon 4l^ 32 (197^-75) 
Pennsylvania 37^^ 
Rhode Island 71 

S. Carol ina 7 51 (State 

Sales TaK) 

Tennessee 68 

Texas 59 17 
Vermont 100 
Wash I ngton 77 

Wisconsin 25 57-2 

Wyoming kO 35 15 (Mineral Sev 

erance Tax) 

Puerto Rico 95 5 (Federal) 
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TABLE V 

)97't-75 

State Appropriations for Public Community/Junior Colleges 
(in thousands of dollars) 



STATE 


CURRENT OPERATIONS 


CAPITAL OUTLAY 


TOTAL 


Connect icut 


21 ,035 


8,883 


29,918 


Georg la 


19,151 


-0- 


19,151 


1 1 1 i no i s 


86,000 


32,000 


11 8, 000 


1 nd i ana 


1 ,718 


-0- 


1 ,718 


Maryland 


31 ,555 


-0- 


31 ,555 


Massachuset ts 


^1 ,530 


208 


^1 ,739 


Montana 


15,085 


-0- 




Nebraska 


16,858 


300 


1 7 , 1 58 


New Jersey 


32,200 


-0- 


32,200 


New York 


129,073 


7'*, 000 


203,073 


N . Caro 1 i na 


97,605 


10,000 


107,605 


N, Dakota 


532 


-0- 


532 


Pennsy 1 van ia 


25,381 


10,870 


36.251 


S. Carol ina 


20,786 


1 ,521 


22.307 


Wi scons I n 


■ 1,700 


-0- 


41 ,700 


Wyorn i ng 




-0- 


4,914 
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APPENDIX B 

M I S Definitions 

Student Credit Hours 
Fu I 1 =T I me Student 
Part-^Time Student 
Formula for SFTE 
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Section One 

1975 MIS ' 
DEFINITIONS FROM REPORT I NG STATES 

STUDENT CREDIT HOURS 

Alabama: Number of hours the student is taking for credit at 

the inst I tut ion* 

Arizona: Total of all credit hours for courses attempted. 

Arkansas: One hour of lecture for 16-18 weeks. 

California: No less than 16 student contact hours for each 

cred i t hour* 

Connecticut: One semester hour equals one hour per week in class^'' 

lecture^ discussion^ quiz periods. For laboratory 
sess ions^^one lab hour equals one^half to two-thirds 
credit hour* 



Delaware: One class hour of lecture-demonstration or three lab 

or clinic hours per week per quarter equals one credit 
hours p One student times one credit hour equals one 
student credit hour. 



Florida: One classroom contact hour equals one student credit 

hour* 

Georgia: One credit hour measures student activity in course 

work for one hour of class time per week for an 
aGademic quarter (12 weeks)* 

Hawaii: Sum of semester hours taken by all students registered 

in all classes, excluding auditors. Example: 75 student 
credit hours, taken by 25 students in lecture section j9 
of English 100 (3 credits)* 

Illinois: 50 class time minutes x 10 for quarter credit hours* 

(total 500 min*) and x 15 for semester credit 
(total 750 minutes) * 

Iowa: Each clock hour a student is in an officially scheduled 

class session for which he is duly registered, 

Kansas: One (1) hour of Instruction per week for 18 weeks or 

its equivalent* 

Kentucky: One student credit hour equals one 50 minute lecture 

rec itat ion per week* 
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STUDENT CREDIT HOURS (con't.) -2^ 



Massachusetts : 
Minnesota: 

Mi ss i 55 i pp M 

Montana: 



Nevada i 

New Jersey: 
New York: 

Nevada : 

Ohio: 

Oklahoma: 
Oregon: 

Pennsy I van ia: 
Rhode Island: 

South Carol ina : 
Tennessee : 



One class meeting (50 min.) per week for 1^=15 weeks. 

Minimum of one hour per week for eleven weeks in a 
class or other organized learning experience. 

Not defined by law (semester hour - minimum of 750 
minutes lecture or equivalent). 

One credit hour is usually assigned a class that meets 
50 minutes a week for a quarter or, total student credit 
hours are determined by mul 1 1 pi y i ng the credit hour value 
of a course by the .number of students registered in the 
course. 

One (1) hour of lecture X fifteen (15) weeks of in- 
struction - 1 credit. Three (3) lab hours per week X 
fifteen (15) weeks - 1 credit. 

Federal HEGIS definition. 

The number of academic units assigned to a credit 
course ^ 

One credit per semester hour ^ 15 hours lecture, or 
^5 hours of lab. 

One student engaged in activity for which 1 hour of 
credit toward a degree or other certificate will be 
granted upon successful completion. 

One hour class for a minimum of 16 weeks, 

"Term Hour" means a 50-minute period of course work a 
week per student for approximately one-third of a 
school year. 

One credit equals 45 contact hours per semester. 

Each course and lab carries a credit-hour equivalent 
determined by the appropriate Curriculum Committee 
upon recommendation by the department involved. 

The sum total of all credits for which students are 
enrolled in a given quarter. 

Number of students times the credit hours of the course 

taken . 



Virginia: 



Credit value of course times student enrollment In course. 
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STUDENT CREDIT HOURS (con'tj -3- 



Wash I ng ton : 

Wes t V I rg i n I a : 
Wi scons I n : 



Course section enrollment times the quarterly credit 
hour value (or equivalent for non-credit classes) of 
the respect i ve course sect Ion . 

Student enrollment times course credit* 

One credit for three hours of study per week, whether 
in classroom, laboratory, assigned outside study, or 
any combination thereof. 



Wyom i ng 



Not forma 1 1 zed . 



Ill 



103 



FULL-TIME STUDENT 



Alabama: 12 or more hours. 

Arizonai 12 or more credit hours. 

Arkansas: One that enrolls for at least 12 semester hours when 

headcount is determined* 

California: Enrolled In 12 or more credit hours for the semester 

or quarter. 

Connecticut: Any student enrolled for 12 or more semester hours In 

any one semester, 

Delaware: Students carrying at least i/k or normal loadj e.g.j 

12 cred i t hours or more, 

Florida: Student taking 12 hours or more per term* 

Georgia: One registered for course credits equal to at least 

751 of a normal student load, 

Hawaii: 12 or more credits per semester at the same institution. 

Illinois: A student taking 12 or more semester or quarter hours 

per regular academic term (at the census date of 
the regu 1 a r term) . 

Iowa: A full-time student shall be defined as one who is 

taking 12 or more hours of college credit or the equivalent 

jCansas: No definition, 

Kentucky 12 or more student credit hours per semester (six during 

summer sess ion) * 

Massachusetts: Any student who is taking 15 or more credit hours of 

course work per semester, 

Minnesota: A student enrolled for 12 or more quarter credfts. 

Mississippi: 12 or more semester hours per semester (or ^50 clock 

hours for vocational students)* 

Montana: One taking 12 or more credits. 

Nevada: Student enrolled for sixteen (16) credits or more per 

semes ter , 
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FULL-TIME STUDENT (con't.) 



-2- 



New Jersey:' 
New York: 
Ohio: 
Oklahoma t 

Oregon : 

Pennsy 1 van i a : 
Rhode Island: 
South Caro 1 i na ; 
Tennessee : 

V I rg m ia : 
Washington : 

West Virginia: 

Wf scons I n : 
Wyomi ng: 



12 or more credit hours per semester* 
Those enrolled for 12 or more credit hours. 
Twelve or more credit hours* 

A student who is enrolled in 15 or more semester 
credit hours. (12 for veterans) 

A student carry ing at least 15 term hours or 20 clock- 
hours per week for three terms of not less than 10 
weeks each. 

12 or more credits per semester. 

One carrying twelve or more credit^hour equivalents. 
12 or more credit hours. 

A full-time student Is defined as one enrolled for 
twelve (12) or more hours of on^campus or resident work. 

Student carrying 12 or more credits per quarter. 

Any student enrolled for more than 10 quarterly credit 
hours. 

Student enrolled for credits equal to at least 751 of 
normal full-time load. (15 hours) 

One who attains 80| or more of FTE load. 

An Individual registered for 12 or more credits per term 
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PART-TIME STUDENT 



A I abama : 
Arizona: 
Arkansas : 
Ca 1 I f orn 1 a : 
Connect Icut : 

De 1 awa re : 

Flor Ida : 
Georg i a : 
Hawa I I t 
1 1 I Inol s: 

Iowa : 

Kansas : 
Kantucky: 
HassachusGt ts : 

Minnesota: 
Mississippi: 

Montana : 
Nevada .* 

New Jersey: 
New York: 



1 1 or 1 ess hours , 

less than 12 credit hours. 

One that enrolls fb.r^ less than 12 semester hours. 

Enrol led in less than 12 credit hours. 

Any student enrolled for less than 12 semester hours 
in any one semester. 

Students carrying less than 3/^ of normal load, e.g*j 
n credit hours or less* 

Student taking 11 hours or less per term. 

Less than 751 of normal student load. 

Less than 12 credits at the same Institution. 

A student enrolled In less than 12 semester or quarter 
credit hours per regular academic term. 

A student in a college parallel division who Is taking 
less than twelve hours of college credit or the equivalent 

No def i n i t ion . 

Less than 12 hours per semester (5 or less during summer)* 

Any student who Is taking less than 15 credit hours of"; 
course work per semester, 

A student enrolled for 11 or less credits. 

Less than 12 semester hours per semester (or less than 
450 clock hours for occupational student). 

Less than 12 semester cred its. 

Student enrolled for less than siKteen (16) credits 
per semester. 

Less than 12 credit hours. 

Those enrolled for Hll credit hours. 
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PART-TIME STUDENT (con't.) =2- 



Ohio- Less than 12 credit hours. 

Oklahoma: A student who Is enrolled In eleven or less semester 

cred i t hours . 

Oregon: A student carrying less than 15 term hours or 20 clock 

hours per week* 

Pennsylvania^ Less than 12 credits per semester. 

Rhode Island: One carrying less than twelve credit-hour equivalents. 

South Carolina: Less than 12 credit hours, 

Tennessee: A part-^tlme student is defined as one enrolled for less 

than twelve (12) hours of on-campus or resident work 
for credit, 

Virginia: Student carrying less than 12 hours per quarter, 

Washington: Any student enrolled for less than 10 quarterly credit 

hours* 

West Virginia: Less than 75% of the normal full time load* (15 hours) 

Wisconsin: Less than 801 of F,T*E* load, 

Wyoming: An individual registered for less than 12 credits 

per term. 
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FORMULA FOR STUDENT FTE 



Alabama: 

Ar i zona : 
Arkansas : 

Ca 1 i forn i a : 

Connect icu t : 
De I aware : 
Flor Ida : 

Georg i a : 

Hawa I I : 
* I I 1 i no i s : 



i owa : 

Ka n s a s : 

Kentucky : 
Massachusetts ; 

H I nnesota : 



12 to 21 hours counts as one FTE. All part time 
students' credit hours are added up and divided by 12. 
These two figures are then added together. 

Total student credit hours divided by 15. 

Total number of student semester credit hours enrolled 
on eleventh class day for each semester divided by 15 
or divided by 30 for one year* 

Unit of average dally attendance based on 525 contact 
hours for the academic year. 

F.T. + kOZ P.T. ^ F.T.E. 

16 student contact hours per week equals one F.T.E. 



Total credit hours divided by 15 for a given term; 
total credit hours divided by 30 for annual FTE. 

Per academic quarter or accumulation thereof, 
SCH 



Student FTE * 



W7S7 



Total student credit hours taken divided by 15 credit hours. 

The statistical student unit calculated by dividing all 
credit hours generated at the college by 15 credit hours 
for any term to determine the annual FTE students. Divide 
all credit hours for that year by 30 semester hours for 
colleges on the semester system and by ^5 quarter hours 
for colleges on the quarter calendar, ^ 

N/A 

The total number of credit hours generated divided by 15 
(hrs) - student FTE per semesteri 

Total student credit hours divided by 15 * FTE per semester 

Total full-time students plus total credits of part^^tlme 
students divided by 15^ 

For each quarter^-FTE ^ number of credits divided by 15. 

For the academic year-^FTE ^ number of credits divided by 45* 
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Miss iss j pplj 

Montana : 
Nevada \ 

New Jersey: 

New York: 



Ohio: 

Ok 1 ahoma : 

Oregon : 
Pennsy 1 van i a : 
Rhode Island: 
South Carol i na : 

Tennessee: 

V i rg i n I a : 

Wash i ngton : 
West Virginia: 
Wi scons I n : 

Wyom I ng : 



Full-time students plus equivalent of part-time 
(usually: part-time divided by 2,5), 

Total student credit hours divided by IS. 

Total student credit hours divided by sixteen (15) 
semester hours of credit. 

Full time headcount plus part time total credit 

hours divided by 15 (30 for annual figures). 

Annual average FTE workload ^ total student credit 
hours produced in all terms plus equivalent credit 
hours produced in some non^credit courses minus credit 
hours produced in self-supporting contract courses 
divided by 30 for semester system colleges and 45 for 
quarter system colleges. 

Total fall quarter hours divided by fifteen. 

Total semester credit hours In which all students are 
enrol led divided by 15 equals number of FTE for that 
enrollment period. 

Total credits divided by ^5. 

Full time + (total part time credits divided by 12)* 

Total credlt'hour equivalents divided by fifteen, 

45 quarterly credits equaf one (1) annual FTE. 15 
quarterly credits equal one (l) FTE per quarter. 

Total Student Credit Hours 



15" 

Student credit hours divided by 15 equals FTE 
(quarter system) , 

Total quarterly student credit hours divided by 15. 

Student credit hours per semester divided by fifteen. 

Annuals-credits divided by 30 for cred i t .courses ; 
hours divided by 810 for hour courses. 

It is computed for a term by dividing the sum of the 
student credits by 12* 
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APPENDIX C 

Recent Changes In Selected States 
1 1 1 inoi s 
Florida 
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Illinois Community College Board 


1 1 0 


EXPLANATION OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE OPERATING FUNDING PLAN 


From FY 1966 through FY 1975 the public community colleges of 


1 1 1 i no i 5 


were funded with a flat rate grant for each credit hour earned by in^-state 


students through mid-term. Beginning In FY 1973* a supplemental grant for 


non=business occupational courses was provided. 


Special grants for 


aqua 1 1 za- 


tion of local tax rate support per FTE student 


were initiated in FY 


1972 


while special grants for non^credlt public service activities and d 


! sadvantaged 


student projects were Initfated in FY 1973* (S 


ee attached Table 1 


for 


specific r.ates and dollar amounts appropriated 


esch f i sea 1 year, ) 




Beginning in FY 1976, courses were divided 


into various categories for 


state funding with different rates of reimbursement for each category. 


In FY 1977 and FY 1978^ eight different categories are being utilized 


as shown in the fol lowing .chart ^ 






FY 


1977 




vState Credit 


Hour Rates 




Basic Rate 


Growth 


Projected 


Types of Instructional For First 


Rate in Excess 


Credit Hour 


Courses 171 lOOO FTE 


Of 171,000 FTE Rates for FY 1978 


Baccalaureate £ Academic $18,87 


fil3.21 


, $23.67 


Bus 1 ness,Pub,Serv. , Personal Serv, 16,93 


1 1 ,85 


17.08 


Data Processing, Commerce Tech, 19,88 


13.92 


28.0^ 


Natural Science, Industrial Tech, 2^,37 


17.06 


29. 16" 


Health Technology 37*01 


25.91 


49.87 


Vocational Ski 1 Is 13^96 


9.77 


11.81 


Remedi a 1 /Developmental 1^,17 


9.92 


8.51 


Other Genral Studies 7.65 


5.36 


1 1 .88 


For FY 1978 J the Illinois Community College Board staff estimates that the 


colleges would have the following amounts of revenue by revenue item including 


a calculation on the revenue per credit hour and the percent of the 


total revenue 


for each revenue item: 








Reventje 


% Of : 


Revenue I tem Amount of Revenue 


Per Credit Hour 


Total Revenue 


Local tax contribution $ 81,630,000 


$14.67 


27.2% 


Tuition and fee revenues 59f935,000 


10.77 


20.01 


Other local revenue ^,^77,000 


.80 


1.5% 


Total local revenue (U6, 0^2, 000) 


(26. lit) 


(48.71) 


Federal funds 8,977,000 


1.61 


3.01 


Other state revenue 1L,289,000 


2.03 


3.8% 


DAVTE vo-tech grants 5*677*000 


1 .02 


1.9% 


ICCB equalization grants 6,983fOOO 


1.25 


2.31 


ICCB disadvant, student gr, 3*000,000 




].0% 


ICCB credit hour grants 117,707,000 


21.15 


39.31 


Total state £ fed, revenue (153*633*000) 


(27.61) 


(51 .31) 


Total FY 1978 Revenue $299,675,000 


$53.85 


100.01 



The revenue listed above would provide adequate financial support for FY 1978 
based on the unit cost of $48. 40 for FY 1976 Increased 11,261 for a two-year In^ 
flatlon rate to an estimated unit cost of $53*85 per credit hour for FY 1978 
multiplied by the 185,500 apportionment student FTE projected for FY 1978 
($299,675,000). 
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POSITION PAPER ON ' 
PROPOSED FUND GENERATION/ALLOCATION PROCESS 
(Florida Division of Community Colleges) 
-1976- 

DISCUSSION AREA: GROUPING OF COLLEGES 
CURRENT TREATMENT: 

Two groups of colleges are used for funding purposes, a small college 
group including five colleges with PTE enrollments of 1300 and belowj and 
a large college group including twenty^three colleges with FTE enrollments 
over 1300 students. The primary weakness of this treatment is that the 
range of enrollment sizes for large colleges Is too wide (i.e.p 130) to 
^OiOOO students). ' There are too many differences among *Marge colleges" 
to appropriately place them In a singular group for funding purposes, 
PROPOSED TREATMENT 

College groups are established for various "normal operating ranges". 
Normal operating range intervals are established at points where total 
student enrollment increases by 501, For Fiscal Year 1977^78 twelve 
groups would exist. However, there is not a set number of groupSi Rather, 
the total range of enrollments among the colleges determines the number 
of groups which will be employed In any one year, 
RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED TREATMENT: 

Colleges are placed In groups for funding purposes wfth "peers" which 
have somewhat similar size. Support resources tend to remain constant 
within established enrollment ranges. Therefore^ within each group, 
funding for these "flKed" resource costs can be dealt with separately from 
the "variable" cost per student* As discussed later in this paperj differences 



in variable costs due to the mljc of student enrollment by program is 
accommodated through the existence of unique funding factors for the 
numerous discipline clusters within each college grouping. 



DISCUSSION AREA . DETERMINING FINANCIAL NEED 

CURRENT TREATMENT ; 

An average system-wide cost per full time equivalent (FTE) student Is 
computed for "small" colleges and for "large" colleges. Next, this average 
prior year cost per FTE is IncreAed for inflation and decreased for 
average system-wide non-State revenue per FTE to arrive at a "unitary" 
value for State funding per FTE student. A "cost level factor" Is applied 
to this unitary value for each discipline as a means of reflecting differen- 
tial costs among disciplines. The primary weakness of this treatment is 
that it assumes, incorrectly, that aJJ^ costs vary in direct proportion to 
FTE student enrollment when, within a normal range of student load, only the 
direct instructional costs vary directly In proportion to FTE student enroll- 
ment. Another major weakness Is that by deducting state-wide average 
revenues per FTE to arrive at a un i tary. State funding value, the total 
financial needs of a college as compared with the total sources of funds is 
not demonstrated. 
PROPOSED TREATMENT . 

Cost elements are defined as to their typical characteristics In regard 
to changes in FTE enrollments within a normal operating range. Direct 
instructional costs are generally treated as variable costs since they 
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change in direct proportion to FTE enrollment. Support costs are generally 
treated as fixed costs since they remain relatively constant within normal 
operating ranges. Finally, certain instructional and support costs are 
treated as semi-variable costs since they vary somewhat with changes in 
enrollment but not in direct proportion thereto. Semi -^variable costs, 
accordingiyj include both a "fixed component" and a "var i able component". 
For each cost element, a resource funding factor is developed - a measure . 
of what costs ought to be. Such factors are applied to enrollments to; 
determine total financial needs of a college. Ultimately, an estimate of 
non^State revenue sources for each college is deducted from total need 
to determine the State funding requirement. ■ - 
RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED TREATMENT: 

The proposed treatment answers the question "does it really cost $1200 
to teach one more student?" because it differentiates between the costs 
which Will be Incurred with an Increment in student load and those costs 
which will tend to remain constant regardless of change in enrollment. On 
the other hand, the proposed system recognizes that, as a college's enroll 
ment changes significantly, it moves to a different range of operations 
(I.e., changes groups) requiring that certain "fixed costs" be "stepped up" 
or "stepped down" accordingly. 

Also, the proposed process defines a college's total financial need* 
This need Is then compared with the college's unique ability to fund that 
need from various non-State sources as well as from^the State appropriation. 
In this manner, the proposed approach follows the concept of "balanced 
budget" funding/ 
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DISCUSSION AREA : IMPACT OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
CURRENT TREATMENT : 

Expenditures of Federal funds, even If for programs which are not 
directly associated with instructional prograrris, are included in the cost 
analysis, and thus, Increase the unitary cost per FTE student, A system*- 
wide average Federal revenue per FTE is deducted from average total cost 
per FTE to determine the State funding requirement on a '*per FTE*' basis. 

One weakness of the current approach is that over one-half of the 
Federal funds expended are unrelated to instructional programs and, therefore, 
should not be included In the unitary cost* Another weakness is that this 
treatment penalizes colleges which are unable to generate Federal funds 
equal to the system-wide average while enhancing surplus balances at colleges 
which are able to generate large amounts of Federal funds. 
PROPOSED TREATMENT: 

Based on a sampling analysis of Federal grants In recent years, it was 
determined that a college should be able to generate Federal funds for 
instructional programs equal to about 2.^" total college costs. According- 
ly, the proposed treatment involves, excluding from the data which is used to 
develop the resource funding factors^ an/ Federally funded costs in excess of 
2*51. Subsequently, In determining State funding requirements, an amount equa 
to 2.51 of total financial needs will be c :ucted from the total need of each 
college, 

RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED TREATMENT: 

The treatment prevents large Federal grants which are not related to 
instructional programs from affecting the cost analysiSi Additionally, a 
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consist^"'^ dollaf amount for Federal programs is shown on both the cost 
and r^^er^^^ side °f the funding formula for each college. Therefore, a 
college should be penalized for administering any amount of Federal 
grants i' generate over the standard amount as long as the additlona 
i="ederQl ''"nds equ^'® with additional expenditures on Federal programs. 



DISCUSS lOl^RE A:, 'REVENUE FROM STUDENT FEES 

cm R E NT JIl ATM E NX ' 

Ofice average cost per FTE (system-.wide) Is determined, a deducation of 
estimate- revenues from student fees Is made In order to project State 
funding reqgirements on a unitary (per FTE) basis. This method neither 
recogni^^s diffefe'ices in fee structures among schools nor does It 
recogni^fi Potentia' for increasing fees as a source of revenue. 
PR0P0s|P.15EATMENli. 

(^g^/enue from student fees will be estimated for each college by 
multipiy'ng assig"®^ enrollments within each sub-program (A&P, Occupational, 
Compensatopy^ etc) times the median fee for credit courses within the range 
estabU^^®"^ by the State Board of Education. In determining the fee by sub- 
progpQjti^ non-creclit courses requiring little or no fees will be taken into 
accounc ^he estimated revenues from student fees will then be deducted from 
each co''^9e's total financial need In determining State funding requirement. 
RATlQ^^^gR PBOPOSED ^ TREATMENT ; 

App'y'ng median average fees by sub-program enrollment on a col lege-by- 
colleg^! ^^sig refects the differences in fee generating abilities of 
colleges dug to program mix. Also, since a median fee is used, colleges 
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maintain flexibility in charging above or below the median amount if 
deemed appropriate for local circumstances, 

DISCUSSION AREA : REVENUE FROM OTHER SOUftCES 

An estimated amount of other revenues per FTE is deducted from system=* 
wide average cost per FTE to determine unitary State funding factors. The 
primary weakness of this approach Is that it fails to recognize differences 
in ability to generate other revenues as a funding source from college to 
col lege, 

PROPOSED TREATMENT : 

Other revenues are deducted on a col lege-by-col lege basis. The amount 
deducted represents an historical average of other revenue which each 
college has been able to generate. 
RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED TREATMENT: 

Under the proposed approach^ allocation of State funds is tailored to 
the unique ability of each college to generate other revenues rather than 
being pegged to a system-^wide average amount. This approach is consistent 
with the philosophy that colleges should be funded at a "balanced budget" 
1 eve I . 

DISCUSSION AREA : PROGRAM/DISCIPLINE MIX DIFFERENCES 
CURRENT TREATMENT: 

A system-wide average cost per FTE is determined. It Is adjusted for 
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inflation, student fees, federal funds and other revenues to arrive at a 
system^wlde '^unitary" State funding factor. This factor is adjusted for 
discipline cost differences then applied to projected enrollments in each 
discipline. One weakness of this approach is that it does not treat student 
fees on a d 1 sc i p 1 i ne=by=d i sc I p 1 i ne basis. Another weakness is that only 
seven discipline clusters are employed for Occupational programs which does 
not give consideration to high and/or low cost courses/programs within the 
particular cluster, 
PROPOSED TREATMENT: 

Resource funding factors (indicators of total need) are applied to 
projected enrollments for each discipline to "build up" the total financial 
need for each college rather than starting with an adjusted system-wide 
average cos^. Student fees are computed on a d I scl pi i ne-by-d i sc i p 1 i ne 
basis reflecting appropriate fee differences among programs* These student 
fee revenues are then added to other non-State revenues and deducted "in 
total" from the total financial need of each college In order to determine the 
State funding requirement. This substitutes public service for technical as 
a field of study, thereby "folding" the technical courses Into appropriate 
fields of study (clusters). 

It further provides for a subdivision of Occupational programs Into 
technicaU vocational and supplementary levels of Instructionj thereby 
recognizing cost differences within these sub^classif icatlons. 
RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED TREATMENT - 

The proposed treatment is more closely tailored to the unique enroll- 
ment mixes of the various colleges. As such, It should go far in reflecting 
the impact of program and program-^mix differences on funding on each college. 
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DISCUSSION AREA - FUNDING TO MEET DEMAND 

CURRENT TREATMENT: - .^ij: v 

A model is used to forecast student enrollment at each college by 
dlsclpllnca cluster. This model takes Into account historical and projected 
population, demographic, and other characteristics of each college district. 
Individual college estimates are also used to confirm the raasonableness 
of the model -s projections. The projected enrollments are then used as a 
basis for developing the State funding request through the appncatlon of 
unitary funding factors. If the appropriation Is less than the request, 
a subjective process of assigning FTE*s to each college and adjusting the 
unitary funding value Is employed to allocate the appropriation among the 
col 1 eges * 

PROPOSED TREATMENT - 

Forecast enrollments are developed in the same manner as Is currently 
employed. Also, the State funding request is based upon such a forecast 
through the application of resource funding factors to projected PTE 
enrollment. Howeverj if the State appropriation falls short of the request, 
reduction in the allocation methodology allows all colleges to meet the same 
percentage of the total enrollment forecasted, A transitional provision 
keeps a college from getting less funds than its computed State funding 
requirement in the prior year. 
RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED TREATMENT ^ 

The proposed process employs a methodology which eliminates subjective 
judgments and Is adaptable to changing conditions (I.e., growth, decline). 
The proposed method will permit a consistent approach year after year. 
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